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House of Representatives
The House met at 9:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MICA).

f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
April 13, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN L.
MICA to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 30 min-
utes, and each Member, except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader, or
the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.

f

WATER VISION 2000

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
since I was elected to Congress I have
been focusing on the issue of livable
communities and how we create better
partnerships between the Federal Gov-
ernment and our citizens.

The livability movement is gaining
dramatic momentum nationally as we
watch officials from the Vice Presi-
dent, Mr. GORE, to local city and coun-
ty commissioners champion goals for
easing traffic congestion, promoting
urban redevelopment and creating

more open and green spaces. We have
seen fundamental changes in how the
Federal Government is approaching
transportation once we acknowledged
that trying to pave our way out of con-
gestion simply did not work, and just
as the ISTEA legislation and the re-
cently-enacted TEA–21 are promoting
innovative approaches to transpor-
tation problems, I suggest that it is
time for us to take a new approach to
how we manage water resources. It
would begin with a vision and a frame-
work for improving the way the Fed-
eral Government approaches water re-
source problems and management
based on the same flexibility that we
have seen in transportation.

For too long, Mr. Speaker, we have
treated our watersheds and rivers as
machines, costing taxpayers billions of
dollars as our communities continue to
face increased risks from flood, de-
creasing numbers of fish and growing
health risks caused by polluted rivers
and streams. Forty percent of our Na-
tion’s waterways fail to meet drinking,
recreation or fish habitat needs, and
that number sadly is growing. Some
urban streams and creeks and rivers
are so degraded, people consider them
dead and beyond recovery.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, I joined with
the America’s Rivers program to an-
nounce America’s most endangered riv-
ers of 1999, a list of 10 such threatened
waterways and what we can do about
it. Well, Congress can help right now,
and I suggest that we approach water
issues in this session with what I would
term Water Vision 2000.

It would, first of all, suggest that the
Federal Government deal fundamen-
tally with watersheds. We must think
more broadly and comprehensively
about the missions and how they can
work with local communities through-
out the entire watershed cycle.

Second, we must focus on increased
Federal flexibility. We need more co-
ordination and responsiveness from

Federal agencies so local communities
can be creative in how they meet their
water challenges. In this way we can
indeed make sure that we are spending
each dollar two or three times over in
terms of total benefit, and citizen in-
volvement must be part of the solution
and not simply an afterthought of the
decision-making process.

We have been using such an approach
in Oregon. Last November we brought
together over 300 people to deal with a
summit on the needs of the Johnson
Creek watershed, 54 square miles, to
consider 45 separate plans that exist to
deal with land use and regulatory
issues in this area. It was a beginning
for our efforts to deal more comprehen-
sively and creatively together from the
Federal level down to the local area.

I have suggested in this Congress
three additional legislative proposals. I
have already discussed on this floor ap-
proaches to the Federal flood control
program. I hope ultimately we will
have municipal watershed management
on Federal lands; and I hope that peo-
ple will join with me this week in deal-
ing with reforms to the National Flood
Insurance Program. High-risk prop-
erties for flood insurance right now
make up only 2 percent of all the na-
tional flood properties, but they claim
40 percent of all Federal flood insur-
ance pay-outs. Over the last 18 years,
repetitive losses from these properties
have cost the taxpayers over $2.5 bil-
lion.

My legislation would deny national
Federal flood insurance coverage to
people who file two or more claims
that total more than the value of their
property. It would suggest that people
who refuse to use Federal money to
take the precaution of flood-proofing
their homes or relocating out of harm’s
way would no longer be entitled to con-
tinuous Federal payment. Now is the
time that we in this Congress ought to
dedicate our efforts at every turn to
make sure that the numerous local and
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Federal water agencies are working
comprehensively in the watershed, Mr.
Speaker.

The next great advance in livability,
if my colleagues will pardon the ex-
pression, is to be found on the water-
front, and I call on my colleagues to
join me in this Congress in a com-
prehensive approach to a new vision of
water resources.
f

SPECIFICS OF THE REPUBLICAN
AGENDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thought
I would take a few minutes to kind of
report on what the last couple weeks
were like when I was back home spend-
ing time with my constituents during
the district work period, conducting 15
town meetings, and I wanted to report
today on really the response to the Re-
publican agenda of good schools and
low taxes and a secure retirement for
all Americans.

I have the privilege of representing a
very, very diverse district, the south
side of Chicago in the south suburbs of
Cook and Will Counties as well as a lot
of rural and bedroom communities, and
one always listens for the common con-
cerns when they represent a diverse
district of cities, suburbs and country.

During the last two weeks I got a
pretty good response. People were very
supportive of the Republican agenda of
strengthening our local schools, of low-
ering the tax burden for the middle
class, of making for a secure retire-
ment for all Americans by strength-
ening Medicare and Social Security.

I would like to take a few minutes
just to talk about some of those spe-
cifics of our Republican agenda, and of
course let me begin with the Repub-
lican efforts to strengthen Social Secu-
rity and to strengthen Medicare for the
next three generations.

Mr. Speaker, I am often asked a com-
mon question over the last several
years that I have had the privilege of
being in the Congress, and that ques-
tion is: When are you politicians in
Washington going to stop raiding the
Social Security Trust Fund? I was
pleased to tell my constituents that
this is the year we are going to do that.
This is the year we are going to wall
off the Social Security Trust fund and
say, ‘‘Hands off,’’ and my constituents
frankly were pretty shocked when they
learned that the Clinton-Gore budget
actually raids the Social Security trust
fund by $351 billion.

I think it is important to note that
when we compare Republican efforts to
wall off the Social Security Trust
Fund, which means 100 percent of So-
cial Security according to this chart
for Social Security versus the Clinton-
Gore proposal for 62 percent of the So-
cial Security Trust Fund going to So-
cial Security and the other 38 percent

being spent on other things, that is
what this means. The President wants
to spend 38 percent of Social Security
on new government programs. Repub-
licans, of course, want to wall off the
Social Security Trust Fund, essentially
putting trust back in the trust fund
with 100 percent of Social Security for
Social Security, and that is a big vic-
tory.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to note that
the Republican budget sets aside al-
most $400 billion more than the Clin-
ton-Gore budget for Medicare and So-
cial Security.

Now our second priority in our agen-
da, of course, is lower taxes for the
middle class, and I am one who believes
that when the tax burden for the aver-
age family in Illinois is about 40 per-
cent of their income going to local,
State and Federal Government for
taxes, that that tax burden is too high
and we need to lower the tax burden,
particularly for the middle class. And
when we talk about the tax burden, I
find that constituents, whether it is at
the union hall or the VFW or the local
Chamber of Commerce, they tell me
that the Tax Code is too complicated,
requires too much paperwork, and the
majority of people have to hire some-
one else to fill out the tax forms. And
I also point out that the tax burden is
really unfair.

As we work this year to lower the tax
burden, I believe that our top priority
should be to simplify the Tax Code, to
address the unfairness in the Tax Code,
and of course we need to begin by
eliminating the marriage tax penalty.
Is it right, is it fair that 21 million
married working couples on average
pay $1,400 more in higher taxes just be-
cause they are married, $1,400 more
than an identical couple living to-
gether outside a marriage? That is
wrong, that our Tax Code punishes
marriage.

The Marriage Tax Elimination Act
has 230 cosponsors. Let us get it done
this year. Let us simplify the Tax Code
and eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty.

Of course the Republican agenda, a
secure retirement and lower taxes also
includes strengthening our local
schools, and we want to strengthen our
local schools by empowering our local
school boards and our local teachers
and our local parents to run their
schools and giving them the flexibility,
of course, to meet the needs of local
communities, and that is an important
shift because previously for 30 to 40
years all the power was moving to
Washington. And I talk with local
school administrators and school board
members. They tell me maybe in Illi-
nois 6 percent of our public schools’
budget comes from Washington, but so
does two-thirds of the paperwork and
almost 100 percent of the mandates,
micromanaging how our schools are
run.

We want to let local schools run
themselves and meet the needs of their
local communities, and that is why we

want to pass the Ed Flex legislation.
My hope, it will be on the President’s
desk fairly soon.

The other concern that local school
board members also share with me is
they say, as my colleagues know,
‘‘You’ve increased funding at the Fed-
eral level by 10 percent, even while
you’ve been balancing the budget, in-
creasing funding for education, but if
you look at how those dollars have
been spent, only 70 cents of every dol-
lar actually reaches the classroom.
Thirty cents is lost in the Washington
bureaucracy.’’

Our goal is to ensure that more dol-
lars get to the classroom, with a goal
of 95 cents on the dollar reaching the
classroom, and if we compare that to
the current cost of delivering those
funds to our local schools, that is a 25
percent funding increase above and be-
yond what they are currently receiv-
ing. We are providing $22 billion in Fed-
eral funding for our local schools. It is
just wrong that 30 cents on the dollar
currently is lost in Washington.

Let us help our local schools. Let us
lower the tax burden for the middle
class. Let us secure retirement by
strengthening Medicare and Social Se-
curity.

f

PUERTO RICANS—FIRST CLASS
CITIZENS IN TIMES OF WAR, BUT
SECOND CLASS CITIZENS IN
TIMES OF PEACE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Puer-
to Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ) is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, as we return to our offices from our
2-week Easter recess, many important
issues claim our immediate attention,
not the least of which is the crisis in
Kosovo. The matter is further com-
plicated by our concerns about the
three American soldiers being held
prisoners by the Serbian government.
Our prayers are with them and with
their families at this critical period.

Throughout our Nation’s history it
has been demonstrated that our com-
mitment to democratic values and se-
curing peace and stability throughout
the world has in many instances re-
quired the mobilization of our armed
forces for the common good. During
this century, in our dedication to peace
and harmony amongst all people, we
have opposed the forces of genocide and
the inhumanity and cruelty of those
who aim to ethnically cleanse a popu-
lation, and this time it is not any dif-
ferent. The NATO allies stand firmly
behind the aim to secure peace in the
Yugoslavia region.

And now in this endeavor, just like
we have in every other armed conflict
throughout the century, the American
citizens that reside in Puerto Rico
stand shoulder-to-shoulder with their
fellow American citizens from every
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other State, ready and willing to con-
tribute in any way possible to the es-
tablishment of justice and freedom. Be-
cause we are proud to enjoy the free-
doms that our Nation stands for, we
have been willing to accept the respon-
sibilities and sacrifices that are de-
manded. The discharge of this impor-
tant trust is what patriotism is all
about.

Inherent in this quest for freedom is
the belief in equality. Only as equals
can we join in the common quest.

b 0945
Our Nation’s first elected leader,

President George Washington, said it
best when he wrote that ‘‘the spirit of
freedom beats too high in us to submit
to slavery.’’

President Washington’s message to
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives of January 8, 1790, underscored
this guiding belief in equality. He said,
and I quote, ‘‘The welfare of our coun-
try is the object to which our cares and
efforts are to be directed. And I shall
derive great satisfaction from a co-
operation with you, in the pleasing
though arduous task of ensuring to our
fellow citizens the blessings which they
have a right to expect from a free, effi-
cient and equal government.’’

What is difficult to understand is
how, despite our Nation’s adoption of
equality as one of the guiding prin-
ciples of our democracy, we, the Amer-
ican citizens who reside in the terri-
tory of Puerto Rico, are not only de-
nied the right to participate as equals
in the democratic process but also de-
nied participation in the safety net
programs that all other Americans
enjoy in the 50 States. Despite our
common vision throughout the cen-
tury, despite the 197,000 Americans
from Puerto Rico who have heard the
call to defend democracy, and despite
the thousands who willingly paid the
price of patriotism and sacrificed their
own lives, 4 million American citizens
are denied the benefits that all others
in the Nation take for granted.

Senator MOYNIHAN told us a decade
ago that when people fight for a coun-
try, they get a claim on that country.
His words ring as true today as they
were then. We have been equals during
times of war and death, and we aspire
to be equals in time of peace, pros-
perity and in life.

Mr. Speaker, I want to encourage my
colleagues to remember at this critical
time that separate and unequal policies
that promote unfairness and discrimi-
nation have no place in our Nation. By
virtue of living in a territory, Amer-
ican citizens are denied equality that is
inherent in the American system of
government. This denial betrays our
democracy and the men and women
who valiantly defend it.

What is more, let us remember that
even though our troops face danger
equally, they are not all equal citizens
because not all of them enjoy the same
participation in the health and edu-
cation programs that benefit all other
Americans.

Puerto Ricans are first-class citizens
in times of war, but second-class citi-
zens in times of peace. That is un-
American.
f

THE SOLVENCY OF SOCIAL
SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MICA). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 19, 1999, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I come before the Chamber this
morning to talk about an important
item for this country, and that is the
solvency of Social Security.

I have been in Congress 6 years. When
I first came to Congress in the 103rd
Congress, and subsequently in the 104th
Congress, 105th Congress, I have intro-
duced legislation that would keep So-
cial Security solvent.

This year, I am chairman of a bipar-
tisan Budget Committee Task Force on
Social Security. The problem of sol-
vency justifies a few minutes of review
and comment.

Most workers today look forward to
some kind of Social Security when we
retire based on the fact that most of us
now pay 12.4 percent out of every dollar
we earn as a Social Security tax. Most
workers anticipate that there is going
to be some return on that kind of con-
tribution to the Social Security sys-
tem.

However, we were told back in 1993
by the Congressional Budget Office,
and by the President’s Office of Man-
agement and Budget, that Social Secu-
rity would be going broke.

Now, in the last several months, we
have been hearing from both sides of
the aisle, the Democrats and the Re-
publicans, that paying down the public
debt with some of the Social Security
surplus would somehow save Social Se-
curity. Not so. Not so, Mr. Speaker.

It is good and it is historic that for
the first time in recent history we will
not be using the Social Security sur-
plus for other government spending
programs. So when some have bragged
about having a balanced budget in the
past, they have been misleading. It has
been somewhat of a hoodwinking of the
American public, because we have de-
pended all these years on the surplus
coming in from Social Security to
mask the deficit.

The good news is that this year, for
the first time in many, many years, we
will not be spending that Social Secu-
rity trust fund surplus. Now we have
got to have the intestinal fortitude, we
have got to have the willingness, to
face the tough problem of saving Social
Security and Medicare. That means a
restructuring of the program.

Generally, Mr. Speaker, the problem
is based on demographics. There are
more and more retirees in relation to
the number of workers paying in those
taxes. Let me just give you a quick ex-
ample of why depending on current

worker taxes to pay current retiree
benefits is a problem.

In 1950, there were 17 people working,
paying in their Social Security taxes
that was immediately sent out to bene-
ficiaries. 17 to 1. This year there are
three workers paying in their Social
Security tax for every one retiree, and
the estimate is that by 2030 there will
be only two workers trying to come up
with enough to support their families
and one retiree. So there has to be
some structural changes in the way the
Social Security system works.

It is a tough decision, and that is
why politicians have not dealt with it.
There are only two ways to save Social
Security. That is, either reduce bene-
fits or increase the amount of revenue
coming in. One way to increase revenue
is private investment. However, that
by itself will not fix Social Security.

Let us hope, Mr. Speaker, that we
have the gumption, the fortitude, the
willingness to step up to the plate to
make the hard decisions in order to
save Social Security. Let us hope that
the American people are willing to
learn about the complicated ways So-
cial Security is financed and to encour-
age their representatives in Congress
to move ahead. Let us be clear that
even though using the Social Security
surplus to pay down the public debt is
better public policy than using the
money to finance more government
spending, it does not save Social Secu-
rity.
f

LET US KEEP MEDICARE A
SUCCESSFUL PUBLIC PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we
received good news 2 weeks ago when
the Medicare and Social Security
trustees reported that both programs
will be solvent significantly longer
than projected. For Medicare, the
trustees reported that the Medicare
trust fund will remain solvent through
at least 2015.

Those in Congress, the think tanks
and the Washington pundits who want
to privatize Medicare are wringing
their hands over the trustees’ latest re-
port. They believe these new projec-
tions will lead Congress to do nothing
towards reforming Social Security and
Medicare.

Once again, Medicare privatizers are
wrong. The real threat to Medicare is
not its alleged pending bankruptcy.
The real threat to Medicare is a legis-
lative proposal just rejected by the Na-
tional Bipartisan Commission on the
Future of Medicare which would have
privatized Medicare and delivered it to
the private insurance market.

Under a proposal soon to be intro-
duced called ‘‘premium support,’’ Medi-
care would no longer pay directly for
health care services. Instead, it would
provide each senior with a voucher
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good for part of the premium for pri-
vate coverage. Medicare beneficiaries
could use this voucher to buy into the
fee-for-service plan sponsored by the
Federal Government or to join a pri-
vate plan.

To encourage consumer price sensi-
tivity, the voucher would track to the
lowest cost private plan; Medicare
privatizers tell us that seniors could
then shop for the plan that best suits
their needs, paying the balance of the
premium and extra if they want higher
quality care. The proposal would create
a new, private system of health cov-
erage but it would abandon Medicare’s
fundamental principle of egali-
tarianism.

Today, the Medicare program is in-
come-blind. All seniors have access to
the same level of care. The idea that
vouchers would empower seniors to
choose a health plan that best suits
their needs is simply, Mr. Speaker, a
myth. The reality is that seniors will
be forced to accept whatever plan they
can afford.

The goal of the Medicare Commission
was to ensure the program’s long-term
solvency. This proposal will not do
that. Supporters of the voucher plan
say it would shave 1 percent per year
from the Medicare budget over the next
few decades. That is still not enough to
prevent insolvency, and it is based
frankly on overly optimistic projec-
tions of private sector performance.
Bruce Vladeck, a former administrator
of the Medicare program and a com-
mission member, doubted the commis-
sion plan would save the government
even a dime.

Efforts to privatize Medicare are, of
course, nothing new. Medicare bene-
ficiaries have long been able to enroll
in private managed care plans. Their
experience, however, does not bode well
for a full-fledged privatization effort.
These managed care plans are already
calling for higher government pay-
ments. They are dropping out of un-
profitable markets and they are cut-
ting back on benefits to America’s el-
derly.

Managed care plans are profit driven
and they do not tough it out when
those profits are unrealized. We learned
this lesson the hard way last year when
96 Medicare HMOs deserted more than
400,000 Medicare beneficiaries, includ-
ing in Lorain and Trumbull Counties,
Ohio, because the HMOs did not meet
their profit objectives.

Before the Medicare program was
launched in 1965, more than half the
Nation’s seniors were uninsured. Pri-
vate insurance was the only option for
the elderly, but insurers did not want
seniors to join their plans because they
knew that seniors would actually use
most of their coverage. The private in-
surance market has changed consider-
ably since then, but it still avoids high
risk enrollees and, whenever possible,
dodges the bill for high-cost medical
services.

The problem is not necessarily mal-
ice or greed. It is the expectation that

private insurers can serve two masters,
the bottom line and the common good.
Logically, always looking to the bot-
tom line, our system of private insur-
ance has left 43 million uninsured indi-
viduals in the United States. If the pri-
vate insurance industry cannot figure
out how to cover these people, most of
whom are middle-income workers and
children, how will they treat high-risk,
high-cost seniors?

If we privatize Medicare, we are tell-
ing America that not all seniors de-
serve the same level of quality health
care. We are betting on a private insur-
ance system that puts its own interests
ahead of health care quality and a
balanced Federal budget.

The Medicare Commission wisely dis-
banded without delivering a final prod-
uct. Premium support proponents must
realize that they cannot make Medi-
care privatization look like an equi-
table, fair alternative to the public
program upon which 36 million seniors
in this country depend. Premium sup-
port backers also have repeatedly tried
to scare America’s seniors by pre-
dicting that Medicare will go bankrupt.

Congress would not let Medicare go
bankrupt any more than it would let
the Department of Defense run out of
money.

The goal is simple. Let us keep Medi-
care the successful public program it
has always been.
f

TROOPS TO TEACHERS PROGRAM
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. HEFLEY) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am in-
troducing the Troops to Teachers Pro-
gram Improvement Act of 1999. This
legislation will enable retiring mili-
tary personnel to find rewarding sec-
ond careers as teachers in our Nation’s
public schools.

As we all know, our schools and stu-
dents are in desperate need of more
high-quality teachers. This bill, which
I am introducing with the support of
my colleagues, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), the gentleman
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HILL),
will help provide those teachers. This
bill not only reauthorizes Troops to
Teachers, but also strengthens and im-
proves the enormously successful pro-
gram.

Troops to Teachers was created in
1994 to assist military personnel who
were affected by military downsizing
find second careers in which they could
utilize their knowledge, professional
skills and expertise in our Nation’s
schools. The program offers counseling
and assistance to help participants
identify teacher certification programs
and employment opportunities.

Since its authorization in 1994,
Troops to Teachers has helped over
3,000 active duty soldiers enter our Na-

tion’s classrooms and make significant
contributions to the lives of our stu-
dents.

b 1000
These military personnel turned

teachers have established a solid rep-
utation as educators who bring unique
real-world experiences to the class-
room. They are dedicated, mature, and
experienced individuals who have prov-
en to be effective teachers, as well as
excellent role models. They are also
helping fill a void felt in many public
school districts. Over three-quarters of
the Troops to Teachers participants
are male, compared with about 25 per-
cent in the overall public school sys-
tem, and over 30 percent of these teach-
ers belong to a minority racial ethnic
group.

In addition, a large portion of these
teachers are trained in math, science,
and engineering, and about half elect
to teach in inner city or rural schools.
Overall, the retention of these teachers
is much higher than the national aver-
age.

Not surprisingly, Troops to Teachers
is winning glowing reviews from edu-
cational administrators, teachers and
legislators. Education Secretary Rich-
ard Riley praised the program as an
new model for recruiting high quality
teachers.

School principals and superintend-
ents who have employed Troops to
Teachers participants are overwhelm-
ingly supportive of the program. In a
1995–1996 survey, over 75 percent of the
principals and superintendents rated
Troops to Teachers participants as
above average or higher.

The authorization of this successful
program is set to expire at the end of
this year. My colleagues and I have in-
troduced the Troops to Teachers Pro-
gram Improvement Act in an effort to
reauthorize the program and strength-
en some aspects of it so it operates
more efficiently and more effectively,
and targets the educational needs of
our students.

I hope my House colleagues will join
me in preserving this education success
story by cosponsoring the Troops to
Teachers Program Improvement Act.
f

INDIA MISSILE TEST SHOULD BE
SEEN IN CONTEXT OF CHINESE
THREAT
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

MICA). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 19, 1999, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, in light
of India’s test launch of the Agni mis-
sile on Sunday, I want to state today
or stress today that the U.S. should
look at India’s action in light of Chi-
na’s threat to the Indian subcontinent.
We should view this step by India in
the context of the ongoing threat posed
by China, and the fact that Pakistan’s
missile development program has de-
veloped so quickly because of Chinese
support.
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The weekend’s developments further

demonstrate the need for a U.S. policy
with regard to South Asia that turns
away from the current stance of con-
frontation with India and towards rec-
ognition of India’s legitimate security
needs. We should have increased con-
sideration for the prospects of greater
Indo-U.S. cooperation in responding to
the threats posed by China.

Mr. Speaker, last week’s visit by the
Chinese premier to Washington also
raised important questions about how
China, a potential adversary, and
India, a potential partner threatened
by China, are treated in terms of U.S.
policy.

Last week official Washington wit-
nessed the arrival of Premier Zhu with
fanfare and ceremony at the White
House, suggesting the visit of an inter-
national leader who was a trusted
friend and partner. But during the pre-
mier’s visit, as with other high level
meetings between the United States
and China, we kept hearing of the need
for engagement, despite the fact that
China has a terrible human rights
record and has actually stepped up the
pressure on dissidents; despite the fact
that China threatens her neighbors, in-
cluding Taiwan, and provides missile
technology to unstable regimes like
Pakistan; and despite, and I stress
again, despite the growing evidence of
Chinese espionage of American nuclear
weapons secrets.

Yet, at the same time, when it comes
to our relations with the world’s larg-
est democracy, that is India, we keep
that country at arm’s length, ever
wary of their intentions and motives.

If pure economics were the only con-
sideration, our policy double standard
with the two Asian giants still would
not make any sense, in my opinion, Mr.
Speaker, because India’s population is
almost as large as China’s, and will
surpass China early in the next cen-
tury. India offers opportunities for
American trade and investment at
least comparable to China, and India
does not threaten fundamental U.S. in-
terests, which is more than we can say
about China.

Furthermore, India, a country that
holds regular elections at the national
and local levels, is seriously committed
to improving her human rights situa-
tion and the treatment of all minority
communities, again, much more than
can be said for China.

I think, Mr. Speaker, we need to shift
our focus from simply condemning
India for becoming a nuclear power,
which whether we like it or not is a re-
ality, to adjusting our thinking to this
new reality and working to promote
peace, security, confidence-building,
and nonproliferation in South Asia.

Within our U.S.-South Asia policy,
our narrow India-Pakistan focus over-
looks the role of China. I believe that
China is the real threat to India, as
well as to U.S. interests and to re-
gional security. It is in this context
that India’s potential role as a partner
for peace and stability should be under-

stood. Even if the current climate for
partnership is not ideal, at least we
should stop seeing India as a threat.

In particular, India has legitimate
concerns about China’s support for
Pakistan’s nuclear and missile pro-
grams. A Rand study published last
year indicated that technical help from
China, as well as North Korea, is re-
sponsible for the accelerated develop-
ment of Pakistan’s missile program. In
addition, China invaded India in 1962,
and continues to have designs on In-
dian territory. Since the U.S. should
also view China as a potential adver-
sary, there is a growing convergence of
American and Indian objectives for re-
sponding to China.

Mr. Speaker, in a previous statement
on the Floor of the House of Represent-
atives in February I said that the U.S.
should pay attention to the emerging
notion of minimum deterrence in the
Indian subcontinent, combined with a
declared policy of no first use of nu-
clear weapons.

I have always believed that our goal
should be to make India a partner in
the American foreign policy goal of
minimizing the threat of nuclear war.
One way of accomplishing this is to
take the long overdue step of accepting
India as a permanent member of the
U.N. Security Council. While I recog-
nize there is opposition to this step, we
must find ways to make India a part-
ner for peace for purposes of con-
fidence-building, and also avoiding the
dangers of isolation.
f

THE VINDICATION OF SUSAN
MCDOUGAL AND THE CONFIRMA-
TION OF BILL LANN LEE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, this morning there are sev-
eral things on my mind that I would
like to share with this body. In par-
ticular, let me acknowledge and con-
gratulate the vindication of Susan
McDougal. When asked the question,
what happened in that case and how
did she feel, she clearly acknowledged
the fact that all of us knew would come
to light: Susan McDougal told the
truth, that there was no substance in
Whitewater to attribute illegal activi-
ties to the President and First Lady of
the United States. During her tenure,
truth was not enough for the special
prosecutor and the special Independent
Counsel, but a jury in Arkansas has
vindicated her.

The same thing with the contempt
charge for the President. A sad day, a
sad occurrence. But it was what we ar-
gued in the Committee on the Judici-
ary, which was this was a civil matter
that would be handled by the civil
courts. Today that has occurred, or
yesterday that has occurred.

Unfortunately, the tragedy of im-
peachment proceeded because others

disagreed and felt that matters that
could have been handled by the courts
were the responsibility of this body to
take on the highest act that this body
could take in the impeachment of a
president.

I am very happy, however, that the
people of the United States saw the
facts of this situation, and that this in-
dividual, the President of the United
States, was not impeached, or was not
convicted of these particular acts.

With that, let me also bring to the
attention of this body the need to move
forward with the confirmation of the
Assistant Attorney General for Civil
Rights, Bill Lann Lee. This gentleman
has served in this position for almost 2
years as the Acting Attorney General.
Yet, it has not been seen fit to confirm
him by the other body.

He has worked tirelessly and within
the laws of the land. He is an out-
standing civil rights attorney. He is a
first generation Asian American. He
has worked in the civil rights area for
some 23 years. He has spent his time
with his nose to the grindstone. He has
in fact worked very hard, but he has
not worked viciously, or with vindic-
tiveness.

I have seen him work in my district,
coming to Houston and joining me in a
town hall meeting on hate crimes after
the death of James Barrett, Junior. He
has also worked with cases like the
shooting death of Pedro Oregon, so he
is concerned about law enforcement,
but he is also concerned about justice,
as well.

Mr. Lann Lee is someone who brings
the kind of practical experience and
leadership to the Justice Department
that is needed. He has maintained a
sense of dignity, and realizes that, al-
though when we talk about civil rights
there are those who will raise their
voices and say, well, we have already
crossed that hurdle, America is beyond
that, there is no need to address those
issues, and of course people will speak
without facts, but I can assure them,
with the devastating opinions like that
in Texas, which has denied access of
Hispanics and African-Americans to in-
stitutions of higher learning, with job
discrimination against women in the
work force, with the lack of equal pay
for equal work, I can assure Americans
that although they may want to turn
their heads and may not want to hear
about civil rights, it is important for
those of us who uphold the law to not
turn our heads, to not be afraid of the
truth, but go forward and take the
higher ground, and work with those of
good will and good faith and ensure
that this is truly a land of equal oppor-
tunity.

Bill Lann Lee does nothing but fol-
low the law. He is not in any way
changing the law. He is not inter-
preting the law, making the law in his
own form. He is following the law of
the land, which is affirmative action;
not quotas, but the outreach to indi-
viduals to give them an opportunity, to
give them a helping hand, not a hand-
out.
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He is following the law on fighting

against discrimination of women in the
workplace. He is following the law on
being against the hate crimes like
those perpetrated against James Byrd,
Junior. He is following the law when he
is investigating the allegations of po-
lice brutality that are not a respecter
of color, creed, or religion, but happen
across the Nation. He is following the
law when he protects good law enforce-
ment, as well.

As indicated by Sandy Bernard, who
was president or is president of the
150,000 member American Association
of University Women, in an editorial in
the Houston Chronicle on Monday,
April 12, 1999, ‘‘For more than a year
Lee has done an outstanding job as the
Acting Assistant Attorney General, en-
forcing our Nation’s civil rights laws
effectively, fairly, and vigorously. His
work on behalf of women is impressive,
and he is moving forward.’’

We cannot ask Bill Lann Lee, Mr.
Speaker, to change the laws that he
has to enforce. What we can simply do
is say, do your job. He should be con-
firmed and confirmed now.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a copy of the article in the
Houston Chronicle of Monday, April 12,
1999.

The article referred to is as follows:
GET PAST POLITICS, APPROVE BILL LANN LEE

NOMINATION

Civil rights laws are designed to protect
equal opportunity, but these laws are mean-
ingless without a strong leader to enforce
them. That leader is Bill Lann Lee. The Sen-
ate must confirm Lee as assistant attorney
general for civil rights if we are going to
guarantee equal protection for all.

For more than a year, Lee has done an out-
standing job as the acting assistant attorney
general enforcing our nation’s civil rights
laws effectively, fairly and vigorously.

His work on behalf of women is impressive.
He has challenged public-sector employment
practices that have excluded women from
many traditionally male jobs. He has en-
forced Title IX—the law that prohibits dis-
crimination on the basis of sex in edu-
cation—in many federal training and edu-
cational programs.

As chair of the National Task Force on Vi-
olence Against Health Care Providers, cre-
ated after the murder of Dr. Barnett Slepian,
he has vigorously protected reproductive
health care providers. He has made preven-
tion and prosecution of hate crimes a top
priority of the division under his leadership.

Prior to his current position, Lee worked
for two decades as a civil rights attorney and
a champion of equal opportunity. He nego-
tiated settlements in cases that successfully
broke down workplace barriers, especially
those that kept women from advancing. Lee
made a name for himself by bringing about
positive change through the law and building
consensus and partnerships—something we
need more of in Washington.

So what is the problem? I comes down to
politics. In 1997 the Senate, Judiciary Com-
mittee held up Lee’s nomination though he
was clearly qualified for the job. Some sen-
ators thought that Lee would support ‘‘un-
constitutional’’ affirmative action policies.
Yet these policies are the law of the land. In
fact, Lee has strictly adhered to recent Su-
preme Court rulings on affirmative action.

If our elected officials have an issue with
the law, they should not take it out on those

appointed to uphold the law. Interestingly,
recent votes in the House and Senate have
been supportive of affirmative action. It
seems the Senate Judiciary Committee
would rather hold the nation to its own
agenda than allow a vote where the outcome
may be disagreeable to them.

The American Association of University
Women was sure of Lee’s ability when he was
first nominated a year ago, and we are only
more convinced today. Lee’s 23-year history
of fighting discrimination and working for
justice speaks for itself. His excellent work
over the past year should be rewarded with a
confirmation so he can continue his job.

By confirming Bill Lann Lee, the Senate
will demonstrate that it can rise above polit-
ical pettiness and prove its commitment to
advancing civil rights for everyone.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to inform the na-
tion of a continuing injustice. I rise to tell the
nation of an attorney with impeccable creden-
tials and qualifications to be the next Assistant
Attorney General for Civil Rights at the United
States Department of Justice. I rise today to
remind you of the story of Bill Lann Lee.

It is now more than two years since his ap-
pointment to fill the position of Assistant Attor-
ney General. Yet, his appointment to be the
next Assistant Attorney General for the Civil
Rights Division has been frozen for more than
two years in the Senate. The Senate has re-
fused to complete the confirmation process.

Mr. Lee is one of the country’s leading civil
rights attorneys, with a long and distinguished
history of defending the rights of all Ameri-
cans. Mr. Lee’s distinguished legal career has
spanned more than 23 years. He has tirelessly
spent his career seeking equal opportunity for
all people and working diligently against dis-
crimination in all forms, including employment,
housing, voting and education. Mr. Lee has
extensive experience in civil rights law.

Yet despite all these accomplishments, his
confirmation remains unfinished. A man whose
experience in civil rights law includes exten-
sive work in employment discrimination, health
care, prevention of lead poisoning in poor chil-
dren, access to public transportation, and
equal access to education.

I know first hand Mr. Lee brings a reasoned
approach to his post. He has served the inter-
ests of his client, the American people without
hesitation. During the last two years, he has
served the nation as the Acting Assistant At-
torney General. He has won my respect with
his straightforward approach and on many oc-
casions he has responded to the needs of the
18th Congressional District. Mr. Lee came to
Houston to participate in a Town Hall Meeting
on Hate Crimes.

During his two years as Acting Assistant At-
torney General the Civil Rights Division has
enforced the laws that prohibit discrimination
on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, na-
tional origin, disability, and other factors.
Known as a skilled consensus builder, he has
tirelessly worked to improve civil rights for all
Americans.

Bill Lann Lee brings the kind of practical ex-
perience and leadership to the Justice Depart-
ment that is needed. His leadership of the
Civil Rights Division has included many issues
including the monitoring of elections and in-
vestigating the police as well as protecting citi-
zens with disabilities. One needs to look no
further than events in Jasper, TX and New
York City to see the leadership of Bill Lann
Lee.

I praised President Clinton in 1997 when he
made this appointment and I continue my sup-

port today. It is long past the time that the
Senate should have taken action to confirm
Bill Lann Lee as the nation’s Assistant Attor-
ney General for Civil Rights. I urge my col-
leagues in the Senate to complete this proc-
ess. Congress needs to reaffirm its commit-
ment to civil rights and we can send no great-
er sign than to confirm Bill Lann Lee.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are again reminded not to refer to
the personal conduct of the President
of the United States.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 11 a.m.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 11
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 11 a.m.
f

b 1100

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EWING) at 11 a.m.
f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We are thankful, gracious God, that
with all our differences of tradition and
experience, and with the contrasts be-
tween us that mark our individuality,
we are still bound together by Your
creative spirit. We are grateful, O God,
this spirit can unite us and make us
whole, that this spirit can show us the
way to live in harmony and concord,
that this spirit can show us the power
of faith and hope and love. Breathe
into our hearts and souls, O God, this
spirit of unity and peace, and may we
so learn to live our lives that we tes-
tify to the wonder of Your grace. Bless
us this day and every day, we pray.
Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. COSTELLO)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. COSTELLO led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a concurrent reso-
lution of the House of the following
title:

H. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing congressional opposition to the uni-
lateral declaration of a Palestinian state and
urging the President to assert clearly United
States opposition to such a unilateral dec-
laration of statehood.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a concurrent resolu-
tion of the following title, in which the
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution con-
cerning the 20th Anniversary of the Taiwan
Relations Act.

f

SUPPORT H.J. RES. 37, REQUIRING
TWO-THIRDS VOTE IN CONGRESS
FOR PASSAGE OF TAX IN-
CREASES

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, on
Thursday, the Federal Government will
reach out its big hands and its sticky
fingers and stick them into the pockets
of every hard-working man and woman
in this country.

Two days from today, April 15, Mr.
Speaker, the tax man comes into every
working family’s home to collect his
dues. Well, enough is enough.

That is why I am supporting H.J.
Res. 37, which proposes an amendment
to the Constitution and requires the
House and the Senate to garner a two-
thirds majority vote for passage of any
legislation that will result in a tax in-
crease.

At a time when the Republican Party
is trying to whittle down the tax bite
of the Federal Government, to ease the
tax burdens on American families, the
least we can do is enact common sense
legislation to make it harder to raise
taxes.

Taxes are currently too high, and
now this country is starting to run a
budget surplus. The last thing Congress
should do is dig deeper into the pockets
of hard-working taxpayers.

We should all support tax cuts, sup-
port a constitutional amendment that
makes it more difficult to raise taxes,
and by doing this we will be supporting
America and its future.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back any small
change that may be left in our pockets.
f

CHINA SHOULD NOT BE ADMITTED
TO WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, last
year Members vowed that China would
not violate any African trade program
we passed. Well, guess what, reports

quote Chinese leaders as saying China
will set up assembly plants in Africa
with Chinese equipment, Chinese tech-
nology and, guess what, Chinese work-
ers as well.

To further quote this madness, they
said China is determined to circumvent
any U.S. quotas on Chinese products.

Disgusting. And after all this, certain
Members and certain individuals at the
White House still want to admit China
to the World Trade Organization. Beam
me up. What is next here, a monument
to Mao Tse-tung right in Washington?

I yield back a $200 billion trade def-
icit that threatens every man, woman
and child in America, as well as our na-
tional security.
f

VOLUNTEER MIAMI FAIR A SUC-
CESSFUL VOLUNTEER PROGRAM

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
this Saturday, April 17, South Florida
will once again become the center of
opportunity as the second annual Vol-
unteer Miami fair commences.

At Miami-Dade Community College’s
Wolfson Campus, hundreds of South
Floridians will gather to demonstrate
their commitment to their commu-
nities and their willingness to serve. At
Volunteer Miami we will learn ways in
which to utilize our talents and skills
and focus our energy on promoting
positive, effective change for South
Florida.

Martin Luther King stated, ‘‘Every-
body can be great because anybody can
serve. You don’t have to have a college
degree to serve. You don’t have to
make your subject and verb agree to
serve. You only need a heart full of
grace. A soul generated by love.’’

In my district, the rewards reaped by
volunteerism has been immeasurable.

I thank Dr. Eduardo Padron, David
Lawrence and Valerie Taylor for mak-
ing this service extravaganza possible,
and I thank the hundreds of dedicated
volunteers who know that, by sharing a
little of their time, they can truly
make a difference.

I hope that my congressional col-
leagues will be inspired to organize
similar volunteer fairs in their dis-
tricts to unleash the power behind vol-
unteerism.
f

CHILD ABUSE PREVENTION MONTH

(Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to remind the House
that April is Child Abuse Prevention
Month.

The most recent data compiled by
the National Committee to Prevent
Child Abuse shows now that more than
3 million cases of child abuse and ne-
glect are reported annually. That num-

ber is shocking considering that child
abuse is preventable.

Research shows substance abuse and
the lack of parenting skills to be the
main causes. We can respond by ensur-
ing that alcohol and drug treatment
programs and parenting classes are
funded and accessible.

Of course, our strongest weapons are
knowledge, awareness and compassion.
Every responsible adult can help by
learning more about the problem, by
supporting parents and children at risk
in their communities, and by reporting
incidents of abuse.

A group of my constituents in Grand
Island, Nebraska, has again this year
made blue ribbons available to us to
acknowledge Child Abuse Prevention
Month. It is a small symbol of our com-
mitment to fighting and ending the
problem, and I hope all of my col-
leagues will wear theirs proudly.
f

AIR WAR IN YUGOSLAVIA NOT
SUPPORTED BY AMERICAN PEO-
PLE, JUST LIBERAL MEDIA

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, last
night the Fox Network reported costs
of $3 billion for the air war against
Yugoslavia, and that was before it was
reported that General Clark has now
asked for several hundred more U.S.
aircraft.

Yesterday, in The Washington Post,
Columnist Robert Novak reported that
we had bought Russia’s neutrality with
another $4.6 billion IMF loan. We will
spend many billions in addition more
on ground troops and reconstruction
costs after Milosevic comes down. All
of this against a tiny country that was
no threat whatsoever to us, and where
we made things many times worse by
our bombings.

Last week the largest talk radio pro-
gram in Knoxville asked if we should
send ground troops into Kosovo. Only
one caller was in favor. Everyone else
was strongly opposed.

Our very liberal national media is
doing everything it possibly can to es-
calate this war, so the true story will
probably never be adequately reported,
and that is that this war is a great mis-
calculation being carried out at almost
obscene expense to the American peo-
ple.
f

TORNADO IN SOUTHWEST OHIO

(Mr. PORTMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, last
Friday a terrible tornado ripped
through the heart of the district I rep-
resent in Southwest Ohio. Eight hun-
dred homes were destroyed or damaged.
The Cities of Blue Ash, Montgomery,
and Loveland, Symmes, Sycamore and
Deerfield Townships were the hardest



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1876 April 13, 1999
hit. Dozens of businesses were damaged
and destroyed, four people killed, 34 in-
jured, and hundreds of southwest Ohio-
ans are tonight without a home. Our
hearts go out to these families who are
now trying to put their lives back to-
gether.

The good news is that they are get-
ting help. There has been a remarkable
outpouring of support from their neigh-
bors to help people pull their lives back
together. I spent the last few days
working along with State and local of-
ficials, the Red Cross, other volunteers,
police and fire fighters, and Federal of-
ficials from SBA and FEMA.

People from every neighborhood in
our region have come to help. Folks in
our area have really rallied behind
these hard-hit communities. Our pray-
ers go out to the families, and our
thanks and appreciation go out to all
the hard-working volunteers, emer-
gency management personnel and local
officials who, I believe, have done an
outstanding job at a very difficult
time.

But we need more help. I urge Presi-
dent Clinton to take prompt action on
Ohio Governor Bob Taft’s request that
Southwest Ohio be declared a Federal
disaster area.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 8, rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 6 of rule
XX.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken later today.

f

MADRID PROTOCOL
IMPLEMENTATION ACT

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 769) to amend the Trademark Act
of 1946 to provide for the registration
and protection of trademarks used in
commerce, in order to carry out provi-
sions of certain international conven-
tions, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 769

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Madrid Pro-
tocol Implementation Act’’.
SEC. 2. PROVISIONS TO IMPLEMENT THE PRO-

TOCOL RELATING TO THE MADRID
AGREEMENT CONCERNING THE
INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION OF
MARKS.

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for
the registration and protection of trade-
marks used in commerce, to carry out the
provisions of certain international conven-
tions, and for other purposes’’, approved July
5, 1946, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1051 and fol-
lowing) (commonly referred to as the

‘‘Trademark Act of 1946’’) is amended by add-
ing after section 51 the following new title:

‘‘TITLE XII—THE MADRID PROTOCOL

‘‘SEC. 60. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘For purposes of this title:
‘‘(1) MADRID PROTOCOL.—The term ‘Madrid

Protocol’ means the Protocol Relating to the
Madrid Agreement Concerning the Inter-
national Registration of Marks, adopted at
Madrid, Spain, on June 27, 1989.

‘‘(2) BASIC APPLICATION.—The term ‘basic
application’ means the application for the
registration of a mark that has been filed
with an Office of a Contracting Party and
that constitutes the basis for an application
for the international registration of that
mark.

‘‘(3) BASIC REGISTRATION.—The term ‘basic
registration’ means the registration of a
mark that has been granted by an Office of
a Contracting Party and that constitutes the
basis for an application for the international
registration of that mark.

‘‘(4) CONTRACTING PARTY.—The term ‘Con-
tracting Party’ means any country or inter-
governmental organization that is a party to
the Madrid Protocol.

‘‘(5) DATE OF RECORDAL.—The term ‘date of
recordal’ means the date on which a request
for extension of protection that is filed after
an international registration is granted is
recorded on the International Register.

‘‘(6) DECLARATION OF BONA FIDE INTENTION
TO USE THE MARK IN COMMERCE.—The term
‘declaration of bona fide intention to use the
mark in commerce’ means a declaration that
is signed by the applicant for, or holder of,
an international registration who is seeking
extension of protection of a mark to the
United States and that contains a statement
that—

‘‘(A) the applicant or holder has a bona fide
intention to use the mark in commerce,

‘‘(B) the person making the declaration be-
lieves himself or herself, or the firm, cor-
poration, or association in whose behalf he
or she makes the declaration, to be entitled
to use the mark in commerce, and

‘‘(C) no other person, firm, corporation, or
association, to the best of his or her knowl-
edge and belief, has the right to use such
mark in commerce either in the identical
form of the mark or in such near resem-
blance to the mark as to be likely, when
used on or in connection with the goods of
such other person, firm, corporation, or asso-
ciation, to cause confusion, or to cause mis-
take, or to deceive.

‘‘(7) EXTENSION OF PROTECTION.—The term
‘extension of protection’ means the protec-
tion resulting from an international reg-
istration that extends to a Contracting
Party at the request of the holder of the
international registration, in accordance
with the Madrid Protocol.

‘‘(8) HOLDER OF AN INTERNATIONAL REG-
ISTRATION.—A ‘holder’ of an international
registration is the natural or juristic person
in whose name the international registration
is recorded on the International Register.

‘‘(9) INTERNATIONAL APPLICATION.—The
term ‘international application’ means an
application for international registration
that is filed under the Madrid Protocol.

‘‘(10) INTERNATIONAL BUREAU.—The term
‘International Bureau’ means the Inter-
national Bureau of the World Intellectual
Property Organization.

‘‘(11) INTERNATIONAL REGISTER.—The term
‘International Register’ means the official
collection of such data concerning inter-
national registrations maintained by the
International Bureau that the Madrid Pro-
tocol or its implementing regulations re-
quire or permit to be recorded, regardless of
the medium which contains such data.

‘‘(12) INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION.—The
term ‘international registration’ means the
registration of a mark granted under the Ma-
drid Protocol.

‘‘(13) INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION DATE.—
The term ‘international registration date’
means the date assigned to the international
registration by the International Bureau.

‘‘(14) NOTIFICATION OF REFUSAL.—The term
‘notification of refusal’ means the notice
sent by an Office of a Contracting Party to
the International Bureau declaring that an
extension of protection cannot be granted.

‘‘(15) OFFICE OF A CONTRACTING PARTY.—The
term ‘Office of a Contracting Party’ means—

‘‘(A) the office, or governmental entity, of
a Contracting Party that is responsible for
the registration of marks, or

‘‘(B) the common office, or governmental
entity, of more than 1 Contracting Party
that is responsible for the registration of
marks and is so recognized by the Inter-
national Bureau.

‘‘(16) OFFICE OF ORIGIN.—The term ‘office of
origin’ means the Office of a Contracting
Party with which a basic application was
filed or by which a basic registration was
granted.

‘‘(17) OPPOSITION PERIOD.—The term ‘oppo-
sition period’ means the time allowed for fil-
ing an opposition in the Patent and Trade-
mark Office, including any extension of time
granted under section 13.
‘‘SEC. 61. INTERNATIONAL APPLICATIONS BASED

ON UNITED STATES APPLICATIONS
OR REGISTRATIONS.

‘‘The owner of a basic application pending
before the Patent and Trademark Office, or
the owner of a basic registration granted by
the Patent and Trademark Office, who—

‘‘(1) is a national of the United States,
‘‘(2) is domiciled in the United States, or
‘‘(3) has a real and effective industrial or

commercial establishment in the United
States,

may file an international application by sub-
mitting to the Patent and Trademark Office
a written application in such form, together
with such fees, as may be prescribed by the
Commissioner.
‘‘SEC. 62. CERTIFICATION OF THE INTER-

NATIONAL APPLICATION.
‘‘Upon the filing of an application for

international registration and payment of
the prescribed fees, the Commissioner shall
examine the international application for
the purpose of certifying that the informa-
tion contained in the international applica-
tion corresponds to the information con-
tained in the basic application or basic reg-
istration at the time of the certification.
Upon examination and certification of the
international application, the Commissioner
shall transmit the international application
to the International Bureau.
‘‘SEC. 63. RESTRICTION, ABANDONMENT, CAN-

CELLATION, OR EXPIRATION OF A
BASIC APPLICATION OR BASIC REG-
ISTRATION.

‘‘With respect to an international applica-
tion transmitted to the International Bureau
under section 62, the Commissioner shall no-
tify the International Bureau whenever the
basic application or basic registration which
is the basis for the international application
has been restricted, abandoned, or canceled,
or has expired, with respect to some or all of
the goods and services listed in the inter-
national registration—

‘‘(1) within 5 years after the international
registration date; or

‘‘(2) more than 5 years after the inter-
national registration date if the restriction,
abandonment, or cancellation of the basic
application or basic registration resulted
from an action that began before the end of
that 5-year period.
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‘‘SEC. 64. REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PROTEC-

TION SUBSEQUENT TO INTER-
NATIONAL REGISTRATION.

‘‘The holder of an international registra-
tion that is based upon a basic application
filed with the Patent and Trademark Office
or a basic registration granted by the Patent
and Trademark Office may request an exten-
sion of protection of its international reg-
istration by filing such a request—

‘‘(1) directly with the International Bu-
reau, or

‘‘(2) with the Patent and Trademark Office
for transmittal to the International Bureau,
if the request is in such form, and contains
such transmittal fee, as may be prescribed
by the Commissioner.
‘‘SEC. 65. EXTENSION OF PROTECTION OF AN

INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION TO
THE UNITED STATES UNDER THE
MADRID PROTOCOL.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-
sions of section 68, the holder of an inter-
national registration shall be entitled to the
benefits of extension of protection of that
international registration to the United
States to the extent necessary to give effect
to any provision of the Madrid Protocol.

‘‘(b) IF UNITED STATES IS OFFICE OF ORI-
GIN.—An extension of protection resulting
from an international registration of a mark
shall not apply to the United States if the
Patent and Trademark Office is the office of
origin with respect to that mark.
‘‘SEC. 66. EFFECT OF FILING A REQUEST FOR EX-

TENSION OF PROTECTION OF AN
INTERNATIONAL REGISTRATION TO
THE UNITED STATES.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT FOR REQUEST FOR EXTEN-
SION OF PROTECTION.—A request for extension
of protection of an international registration
to the United States that the International
Bureau transmits to the Patent and Trade-
mark Office shall be deemed to be properly
filed in the United States if such request,
when received by the International Bureau,
has attached to it a declaration of bona fide
intention to use the mark in commerce that
is verified by the applicant for, or holder of,
the international registration.

‘‘(b) EFFECT OF PROPER FILING.—Unless ex-
tension of protection is refused under section
68, the proper filing of the request for exten-
sion of protection under subsection (a) shall
constitute constructive use of the mark, con-
ferring the same rights as those specified in
section 7(c), as of the earliest of the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) The international registration date, if
the request for extension of protection was
filed in the international application.

‘‘(2) The date of recordal of the request for
extension of protection, if the request for ex-
tension of protection was made after the
international registration date.

‘‘(3) The date of priority claimed pursuant
to section 67.
‘‘SEC. 67. RIGHT OF PRIORITY FOR REQUEST FOR

EXTENSION OF PROTECTION TO THE
UNITED STATES.

‘‘The holder of an international registra-
tion with an extension of protection to the
United States shall be entitled to claim a
date of priority based on the right of priority
within the meaning of Article 4 of the Paris
Convention for the Protection of Industrial
Property if—

‘‘(1) the international registration con-
tained a claim of such priority; and

‘‘(2)(A) the international application con-
tained a request for extension of protection
to the United States, or

‘‘(B) the date of recordal of the request for
extension of protection to the United States
is not later than 6 months after the date of
the first regular national filing (within the
meaning of Article 4(A)(3) of the Paris Con-
vention for the Protection of Industrial

Property) or a subsequent application (with-
in the meaning of Article 4(C)(4) of the Paris
Convention).
‘‘SEC. 68. EXAMINATION OF AND OPPOSITION TO

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF PRO-
TECTION; NOTIFICATION OF RE-
FUSAL.

‘‘(a) EXAMINATION AND OPPOSITION.—(1) A
request for extension of protection described
in section 66(a) shall be examined as an ap-
plication for registration on the Principal
Register under this Act, and if on such exam-
ination it appears that the applicant is enti-
tled to extension of protection under this
title, the Commissioner shall cause the mark
to be published in the Official Gazette of the
Patent and Trademark Office.

‘‘(2) Subject to the provisions of subsection
(c), a request for extension of protection
under this title shall be subject to opposition
under section 13. Unless successfully op-
posed, the request for extension of protection
shall not be refused.

‘‘(3) Extension of protection shall not be
refused under this section on the ground that
the mark has not been used in commerce.

‘‘(4) Extension of protection shall be re-
fused under this section to any mark not
registrable on the Principal Register.

‘‘(b) NOTIFICATION OF REFUSAL.—If, a re-
quest for extension of protection is refused
under subsection (a), the Commissioner shall
declare in a notification of refusal (as pro-
vided in subsection (c)) that the extension of
protection cannot be granted, together with
a statement of all grounds on which the re-
fusal was based.

‘‘(c) NOTICE TO INTERNATIONAL BUREAU.—(1)
Within 18 months after the date on which the
International Bureau transmits to the Pat-
ent and Trademark Office a notification of a
request for extension of protection, the Com-
missioner shall transmit to the Inter-
national Bureau any of the following that
applies to such request:

‘‘(A) A notification of refusal based on an
examination of the request for extension of
protection.

‘‘(B) A notification of refusal based on the
filing of an opposition to the request.

‘‘(C) A notification of the possibility that
an opposition to the request may be filed
after the end of that 18-month period.

‘‘(2) If the Commissioner has sent a notifi-
cation of the possibility of opposition under
paragraph (1)(C), the Commissioner shall, if
applicable, transmit to the International Bu-
reau a notification of refusal on the basis of
the opposition, together with a statement of
all the grounds for the opposition, within 7
months after the beginning of the opposition
period or within 1 month after the end of the
opposition period, whichever is earlier.

‘‘(3) If a notification of refusal of a request
for extension of protection is transmitted
under paragraph (1) or (2), no grounds for re-
fusal of such request other than those set
forth in such notification may be trans-
mitted to the International Bureau by the
Commissioner after the expiration of the
time periods set forth in paragraph (1) or (2),
as the case may be.

‘‘(4) If a notification specified in paragraph
(1) or (2) is not sent to the International Bu-
reau within the time period set forth in such
paragraph, with respect to a request for ex-
tension of protection, the request for exten-
sion of protection shall not be refused and
the Commissioner shall issue a certificate of
extension of protection pursuant to the re-
quest.

‘‘(d) DESIGNATION OF AGENT FOR SERVICE OF
PROCESS.—In responding to a notification of
refusal with respect to a mark, the holder of
the international registration of the mark
shall designate, by a written document filed
in the Patent and Trademark Office, the
name and address of a person resident in the

United States on whom may be served no-
tices or process in proceedings affecting the
mark. Such notices or process may be served
upon the person so designated by leaving
with that person, or mailing to that person,
a copy thereof at the address specified in the
last designation so filed. If the person so des-
ignated cannot be found at the address given
in the last designation, such notice or proc-
ess may be served upon the Commissioner.
‘‘SEC. 69. EFFECT OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-

TION.
‘‘(a) ISSUANCE OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-

TION.—Unless a request for extension of pro-
tection is refused under section 68, the Com-
missioner shall issue a certificate of exten-
sion of protection pursuant to the request
and shall cause notice of such certificate of
extension of protection to be published in
the Official Gazette of the Patent and Trade-
mark Office.

‘‘(b) EFFECT OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-
TION.—From the date on which a certificate
of extension of protection is issued under
subsection (a)—

‘‘(1) such extension of protection shall have
the same effect and validity as a registration
on the Principal Register, and

‘‘(2) the holder of the international reg-
istration shall have the same rights and rem-
edies as the owner of a registration on the
Principal Register.
‘‘SEC. 70. DEPENDENCE OF EXTENSION OF PRO-

TECTION TO THE UNITED STATES
ON THE UNDERLYING INTER-
NATIONAL REGISTRATION.

‘‘(a) EFFECT OF CANCELLATION OF INTER-
NATIONAL REGISTRATION.—If the Inter-
national Bureau notifies the Patent and
Trademark Office of the cancellation of an
international registration with respect to
some or all of the goods and services listed in
the international registration, the Commis-
sioner shall cancel any extension of protec-
tion to the United States with respect to
such goods and services as of the date on
which the international registration was
canceled.

‘‘(b) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO RENEW INTER-
NATIONAL REGISTRATION.—If the Inter-
national Bureau does not renew an inter-
national registration, the corresponding ex-
tension of protection to the United States
shall cease to be valid as of the date of the
expiration of the international registration.

‘‘(c) TRANSFORMATION OF AN EXTENSION OF
PROTECTION INTO A UNITED STATES APPLICA-
TION.—The holder of an international reg-
istration canceled in whole or in part by the
International Bureau at the request of the
office of origin, under Article 6(4) of the Ma-
drid Protocol, may file an application, under
section 1 or 44 of this Act, for the registra-
tion of the same mark for any of the goods
and services to which the cancellation ap-
plies that were covered by an extension of
protection to the United States based on
that international registration. Such an ap-
plication shall be treated as if it had been
filed on the international registration date
or the date of recordal of the request for ex-
tension of protection with the International
Bureau, whichever date applies, and, if the
extension of protection enjoyed priority
under section 67 of this title, shall enjoy the
same priority. Such an application shall be
entitled to the benefits conferred by this
subsection only if the application is filed not
later than 3 months after the date on which
the international registration was canceled,
in whole or in part, and only if the applica-
tion complies with all the requirements of
this Act which apply to any application filed
pursuant to section 1 or 44.
‘‘SEC. 71. AFFIDAVITS AND FEES.

‘‘(a) REQUIRED AFFIDAVITS AND FEES.—An
extension of protection for which a certifi-
cate of extension of protection has been
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issued under section 69 shall remain in force
for the term of the international registration
upon which it is based, except that the ex-
tension of protection of any mark shall be
canceled by the Commissioner—

‘‘(1) at the end of the 6-year period begin-
ning on the date on which the certificate of
extension of protection was issued by the
Commissioner, unless within the 1-year pe-
riod preceding the expiration of that 6-year
period the holder of the international reg-
istration files in the Patent and Trademark
Office an affidavit under subsection (b) to-
gether with a fee prescribed by the Commis-
sioner; and

‘‘(2) at the end of the 10-year period begin-
ning on the date on which the certificate of
extension of protection was issued by the
Commissioner, and at the end of each 10-year
period thereafter, unless—

‘‘(A) within the 6-month period preceding
the expiration of such 10-year period the
holder of the international registration files
in the Patent and Trademark Office an affi-
davit under subsection (b) together with a
fee prescribed by the Commissioner; or

‘‘(B) within 3 months after the expiration
of such 10-year period, the holder of the
international registration files in the Patent
and Trademark Office an affidavit under sub-
section (b) together with the fee described in
subparagraph (A) and an additional fee pre-
scribed by the Commissioner.

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF AFFIDAVIT.—The affi-
davit referred to in subsection (a) shall set
forth those goods or services recited in the
extension of protection on or in connection
with which the mark is in use in commerce
and the holder of the international registra-
tion shall attach to the affidavit a specimen
or facsimile showing the current use of the
mark in commerce, or shall set forth that
any nonuse is due to special circumstances
which excuse such nonuse and is not due to
any intention to abandon the mark. Special
notice of the requirement for such affidavit
shall be attached to each certificate of ex-
tension of protection.
‘‘SEC. 72. ASSIGNMENT OF AN EXTENSION OF

PROTECTION.
‘‘An extension of protection may be as-

signed, together with the goodwill associated
with the mark, only to a person who is a na-
tional of, is domiciled in, or has a bona fide
and effective industrial or commercial estab-
lishment either in a country that is a Con-
tracting Party or in a country that is a
member of an intergovernmental organiza-
tion that is a Contracting Party.
‘‘SEC. 73. INCONTESTABILITY.

‘‘The period of continuous use prescribed
under section 15 for a mark covered by an ex-
tension of protection issued under this title
may begin no earlier than the date on which
the Commissioner issues the certificate of
the extension of protection under section 69,
except as provided in section 74.
‘‘SEC. 74. RIGHTS OF EXTENSION OF PROTEC-

TION.
‘‘An extension of protection shall convey

the same rights as an existing registration
for the same mark, if—

‘‘(1) the extension of protection and the ex-
isting registration are owned by the same
person;

‘‘(2) the goods and services listed in the ex-
isting registration are also listed in the ex-
tension of protection; and

‘‘(3) the certificate of extension of protec-
tion is issued after the date of the existing
registration.’’.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall take effect on the date on
which the Madrid Protocol (as defined in sec-
tion 60(1) of the Trademark Act of 1946) en-
ters into force with respect to the United
States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 769, the bill under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
I rise today in support of H.R. 769,

the Madrid Protocol Implementation
Act, and urge the House to adopt the
measure.

House Resolution 769 is the imple-
menting legislation for the Protocol
Related to the Madrid Agreement on
the Registration of Marks, commonly
known as the Madrid Protocol. The bill
is identical to legislation introduced in
the preceding three Congresses, and
will send a signal to the international
business community, United States
businesses, and trademark owners that
the 106th Congress is determined to
help our Nation, and particularly our
small businesses, become part of an in-
expensive, efficient system that allows
the international registration of
marks.

As a practical matter, Mr. Speaker,
ratification of the Protocol and the en-
actment of H.R. 769 will enable Amer-
ican trademark owners to pay a nomi-
nal fee to the United States Patent and
Trademark Office which will then reg-
ister the marks in the individual coun-
tries that comprise the European
Union, or more commonly known as
the EU. Currently, American trade-
mark attorneys must hire attorneys or
agents in each individual country to
acquire protection. This process is both
laborious and expensive, and discour-
ages small businesses and individuals
from registering their marks in Eu-
rope.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 769 is an important
and noncontroversial bill that will
greatly help those American businesses
and other individuals who need to reg-
ister their trademarks overseas in a
prompt and cost-effective manner. I
implore my colleagues to pass the bill
today, and want to express my thanks
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERMAN), the ranking member of the
subcommittee, and the entire sub-
committee membership and staff for
that matter, who have worked very co-
operatively in getting the bill to this
point.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

b 1115
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I rise in support of H.R. 769, a bill to

implement the Madrid Protocol Agree-

ment providing for an international
registration system for trademarks.

I am strongly of the belief that the
one-stop shop provided for in the Ma-
drid Protocol whereby trademark ap-
plicants can file one application in
their own country and in their own lan-
guage and, in so doing, achieve world-
wide protection for their trademarks is
in the interest of American businesses.

But while the Protocol took effect 2
years ago, it may never achieve its pur-
pose unless and until the U.S. elects to
participate. However, the State De-
partment has not forwarded the treaty
to the Senate for ratification because
of continuing concerns on the part of
the United States regarding the voting
rights of intergovernmental members
of the Protocol.

In particular, under the Protocol, the
European Union receives a separate
vote in addition to the votes of its
member states. The State Department
is concerned that it is a violation of
the concept of one vote per country
and could set an unfortunate precedent
in future international agreements.

While the State Department pursues
its concerns with European Commis-
sion officials, I believe it is important
that we in this body signal our support
for the substantive provisions of the
Protocol. I know of no opposition to
these provisions, nor to this bill. I urge
its support.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. COBLE) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 769.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

MAKING TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS
IN TITLE 17, UNITED STATES CODE

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 1189) to make technical correc-
tions in title 17, United States Code,
and other laws, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1189

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO TITLE

17, UNITED STATES CODE.
(a) EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN PERFORMANCES

AND DISPLAYS ON EXCLUSIVE RIGHTS.—Sec-
tion 110(5) of title 17, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(A) a direct charge’’ and
inserting ‘‘(i) a direct charge’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘(B) the transmission’’ and
inserting ‘‘(ii) the transmission’’.

(b) EPHEMERAL RECORDINGS.—Section 112(e)
of title 17, United States Code, is amended—
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(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through

(10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), respec-
tively;

(2) in paragraph (3), as so redesignated, by
striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘(1)’’;

(3) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated—
(A) by striking ‘‘(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘(2)’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘(3)’’;
(C) by striking ‘‘(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘(5)’’;

and
(D) by striking ‘‘(3) and (4)’’ and inserting

‘‘(2) and (3)’’; and
(4) in paragraph (6), as so redesignated—
(A) by striking ‘‘(4)’’ each place it appears

and inserting ‘‘(3)’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘(5)’’ each place it appears

and inserting ‘‘(4)’’.
(c) DETERMINATION OF REASONABLE LICENSE

FEES FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPRIETORS.—Chapter
5 of title 17, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by redesignating the section 512 entitled
‘‘Determination of reasonable license fees for
individual proprietors’’ as section 513 and
placing such section after the section 512 en-
titled ‘‘Limitations on liability relating to
material online’’; and

(2) in the table of sections at the beginning
of that chapter by striking
‘‘512. Determination of reasonable license

fees for individual proprietors.’’

and inserting
‘‘513. Determination of reasonable license

fees for individual proprietors.’’

and placing that item after the item entitled
‘‘512. Limitations on liability relating to ma-

terial online.’’.
(d) ONLINE COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT LI-

ABILITY.—Section 512 of title 17, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (e)—
(A) by amending the caption to read as fol-

lows:
‘‘(e) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY OF NONPROFIT

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS.—’’; and
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘INJUNC-

TIONS.—’’; and
(2) in paragraph (3) of subsection (j), by

amending the caption to read as follows:
‘‘(3) NOTICE AND EX PARTE ORDERS.—’’.
(e) INTEGRITY OF COPYRIGHT MANAGEMENT

INFORMATION.—Section 1202(e)(2)(B) of title
17, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘category or works’’ and inserting ‘‘cat-
egory of works’’.

(f) PROTECTION OF DESIGNS.—(1) Section
1302(5) of title 17, United States Code, is
amended by striking ‘‘1 year’’ and inserting
‘‘2 years’’.

(2) Section 1320(c) of title 17, United States
Code, is amended in the subsection caption
by striking ‘‘ACKNOWLEDGEMENT’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘ACKNOWLEDGMENT’’.
SEC. 2. OTHER TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.

(a) CLERICAL AMENDMENT TO TITLE 28,
U.S.C.—The section heading for section 1400
of title 28, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:
‘‘§ 1400. Patents and copyrights, mask works,

and designs’’.
(b) ELIMINATION OF CONFLICTING PROVI-

SION.—Section 5316 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Commissioner
of Patents, Department of Commerce.’’.

(c) CLERICAL CORRECTION TO TITLE 35,
U.S.C.—Section 3(d) of title 35, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘, United
States Code’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. COBLE) and the
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. COBLE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 1189.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per-

mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of H.R. 1189, to make tech-
nical corrections to title 17 of the
United States Code and other laws. An
amended version of this bill is pre-
sented for passage under suspension of
the rules.

The amendment to the reported bill
makes further technical corrections to
title 17 and other laws. As a result of
two major copyright bills which were
signed in law late in the 105th Con-
gress, several technical errors need to
be corrected in order to prevent confu-
sion. H.R. 1189 corrects these errors by
making purely technical amendments
to the Copyright Act and other laws.
H.R. 1189, Mr. Speaker, does not make
any substantive changes in the law.

I am unaware of any opposition to
this amendment, and I urge a favorable
vote on H.R. 1189.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support also of
H.R. 1189, a bill making technical cor-
rections in title 17, the Copyright Act.

If ever a bill were truly technical,
this is it. Our committee labored long,
hard, and successfully last Congress to
produce landmark legislation in the
copyright area. The brevity of the bill
before us today is testimony to a job
well done by all concerned in that ef-
fort, and I commend those people.

I commend this technical corrections
bill to my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. COBLE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1189, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL
OF VALOR ACT OF 1999

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 46) to provide for a national

medal for public safety officers who act
with extraordinary valor above and be-
yond the call of duty.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 46

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Public Safe-
ty Officer Medal of Valor Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF MEDAL.

The President may award, and present in
the name of Congress, a Medal of Valor of ap-
propriate design, with ribbons and appur-
tenances, to a public safety officer who is
cited by the Attorney General, on the advice
of the Medal of Valor Review Board, for ex-
traordinary valor above and beyond the call
of duty.
SEC. 3. BOARD.

(a) BOARD.—There is established a perma-
nent Medal of Valor Review Board (herein-
after in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Board’’).
The Board shall—

(1) be composed of 11 members appointed in
accordance with subsection (b); and

(2) conduct its business in accordance with
this Act.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The members of the Board

shall be appointed as follows:
(A) Two shall be appointed by the Speaker

of the House of Representatives.
(B) Two shall be appointed by the minority

leader of the House of Representatives.
(C) Two shall be appointed by the Majority

Leader of the Senate.
(D) Two shall be appointed by the Minority

Leader of the Senate.
(E) Three shall be appointed by the Presi-

dent, one of whom shall have substantial ex-
perience in firefighting, one of whom shall
have substantial experience in law enforce-
ment, and one of whom shall have substan-
tial experience in emergency services.

(2) PERSONS ELIGIBLE.—The members of the
Board shall be individuals who have knowl-
edge or expertise, whether by experience or
training, in the field of public safety.

(3) TERM.—The term of a Board member is
4 years.

(4) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the mem-
bership of the Board shall not affect the pow-
ers of the Board and shall be filled in the
same manner as the original appointment.

(5) OPERATION OF THE BOARD.—
(A) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at

the call of the Chairman and not less than
twice each year. The initial meeting of the
Board shall be conducted not later than 30
days after the appointment of the last mem-
ber of the Board.

(B) QUORUM; VOTING; RULES.—A majority of
the members of the Board shall constitute a
quorum to conduct business, but the Board
may establish a lesser quorum for con-
ducting hearings scheduled by the Board.
The Board may establish by majority vote
any other rules for the conduct of the
Board’s business, if such rules are not incon-
sistent with this Act or other applicable law.

(c) DUTIES.—The Board shall select can-
didates as recipients of the Medal of Valor
from among those applications received by
the National Medal Office. Not more often
than once each year, the Board shall present
to the Attorney General the name or names
of those it recommends as Medal of Valor re-
cipients. In a given year, the Board is not re-
quired to choose any names, but is limited to
a maximum number of 6 recipients. The
Board shall set an annual timetable for ful-
filling its duties under this Act.

(d) HEARINGS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board may hold such

hearings, sit and act at such times and
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places, administer such oaths, take such tes-
timony, and receive such evidence as the
Board considers advisable to carry out its
duties.

(2) WITNESS EXPENSES.—Witnesses re-
quested to appear before the Board may be
paid the same fees as are paid to witnesses
under section 1821 of title 28, United States
Code. The per diem and mileage allowances
for witnesses shall be paid from funds appro-
priated to the Board.

(e) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Board may secure directly from
any Federal department or agency such in-
formation as the Board considers necessary
to carry out its duties. Upon the request of
the Board, the head of such department or
agency may furnish such information to the
Board.

(f) INFORMATION TO BE KEPT CONFIDEN-
TIAL.—The Board shall not disclose any in-
formation which may compromise an ongo-
ing law enforcement investigation or is oth-
erwise required by law to be kept confiden-
tial.
SEC. 4. BOARD PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—(1) Except
as provided in paragraph (2), each member of
the Board shall be compensated at a rate
equal to the daily equivalent of the annual
rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV of
the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5, United States Code, for each day (in-
cluding travel time) during which such mem-
ber is engaged in the performance of the du-
ties of the Board.

(2) All members of the Board who serve as
officers or employees of the United States, a
State, or a local government, shall serve
without compensation in addition to that re-
ceived for those services.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of
the Board shall be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, at
rates authorized for employees of agencies
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the
performance of service for the Board.
SEC. 5. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Act:
(1) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER.—The term

‘‘Public Safety Officer’’ has the same mean-
ing given that term in section 1204 of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968.

(2) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each
of the several States of the United States,
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands.
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Attorney General such sums as may be
necessary to carry out this Act.
SEC. 7. OFFICE.

There is established within the Depart-
ment of Justice a national medal office. The
office shall staff the Medal of Valor Review
Board and establish criteria and procedures
for the submission of recommendations of
nominees for the Medal of Valor.
SEC. 8. CONFORMING REPEAL.

Section 15 of the Federal Fire Prevention
and Control Act of 1974 is repealed.
SEC. 9. CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.

The Attorney General shall consult with
the Institute of Heraldry within the Depart-
ment of Defense regarding the design and ar-
tistry of the Medal of Valor. The Attorney
General shall also consider suggestions re-
ceived by the Department of Justice regard-
ing the design of the medal, including those
made by persons not employed by the De-
partment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 46.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 46 is called the

Public Safety Officer Medal Act of
Valor. It creates a national medal for
public safety officers who exhibit ex-
traordinary valor above and beyond the
call of duty. While law enforcement
agencies at all levels present their own
award and medals to those who dem-
onstrate bravery, the United States
Government has no medal in recogni-
tion of acts of courage and valor com-
mitted by public safety officers. This
legislation is an attempt to rectify the
failure of the United States to award a
prestigious medal for public safety offi-
cer heroism.

Every now and then, a police officer
or a fire fighter confronts a critical
choice that could make the difference
between life and death. Such moments
are not about duty, they are about act-
ing beyond what duty requires. They
are about taking major risks of serious
injury or even loss of life for the sole
reason of saving another person’s life.
When our men and women in blue
make this heroic choice, they distin-
guish themselves from the vast major-
ity of the public who will probably
never be tested in this way. A national
medal is the least we can do to express
our appreciation for such devotion.

Mr. Speaker, legislation identical to
H.R. 46 passed the House by voice vote
in the last Congress, but unfortu-
nately, the Senate failed to act before
adjournment. I am hopeful that the
Senate will see its way clear to pass
this act before National Police Week in
May. What better way to express our
thanks to our men and women in blue
than to pass this legislation creating a
national medal, given by the President,
in the name of the Congress, honoring
extraordinary acts of valor?

I might add, of course, and I said this
earlier, this not only would apply to
police officers but also fire fighters.

Significantly, this award is not lim-
ited only to State and local police offi-
cers. Federal agents could certainly be
nominated for a medal. State and local
fire fighters and emergency personnel
will also be eligible. Thus, the bill will
encompass all public safety officers at
all levels of government.

The selection process established by
H.R. 46 is simple and inexpensive. The
bill creates a permanent Medal of

Valor Review Board, comprised of 11
members serving 4-year terms, who
shall review and select recipients of
the award each year. The board mem-
bers must be individuals who have
knowledge or expertise in the field of
public safety. The board is not required
to chose any names in a given year but
may select up to six recipients annu-
ally.

The legislation also establishes a Na-
tional Medal Office within the Depart-
ment of Justice, which will establish
criteria and procedures for the submis-
sion of names of nominees from the law
enforcement community and the pub-
lic. The National Medal Office will
staff the Medal of Honor Review Board.

The Congressional Budget Office has
reviewed H.R. 46 and estimates that
full implementation of the legislation
would cost only about $250,000 annu-
ally. I believe this is a very small price
for the Federal Government to pay to
express its gratitude for our Nation’s
most heroic public safety officers and
to set the example nationally that we
need to set to encourage those who per-
form such acts.

I also want to note that this legisla-
tion will not displace the Medal of
Honor as our country’s most signifi-
cant award. America’s entire system of
medals and awards, which has become
known as the Pyramid of Honor, was
established by an act of Congress in
1918. That act was passed to protect the
integrity of the national Medal of
Honor, but it had the far-reaching ef-
fect of establishing degrees of distin-
guished service and clearly delineating
the type of deed necessary for the
awarding of a medal.

H.R. 46 is patterned after the Medal
of Honor, but it will not disrupt its
place at the top of the pyramid.

Finally, H.R. 46 requires the Attor-
ney General to consult with the Insti-
tute of Heraldry, an office housed with-
in the Department of Defense which de-
signs and creates medals and ribbons.
The staff at the Institute of Heraldry
puts great thought into every aspect of
a medal, and every color and detail is
significant. To avoid overlapping with
a previously established medal, the At-
torney General is required to consult
with the Institute.

Mr. Speaker, we can never fully know
what inspires a person to commit an
act of bravery, even to risk his or her
own life to save the life of a stranger.
Congress must, however, find signifi-
cant and positive ways to express our
thanks and to encourage such acts. I
believe that creation of this medal is
one way to recognize the frequent and
too often unsung acts of valor com-
mitted by public safety officers.

This legislation is supported by near-
ly every national law enforcement as-
sociation, including the Fraternal
Order of Police, the National Associa-
tion of Police Organizations, the Inter-
national Brotherhood of Police Offi-
cers, the National Troopers Coalition,
and the Law Enforcement Alliance of
America.
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I want to thank the ranking member

of the Subcommittee on Crime, the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT),
for his support in this legislation and
his cooperation in quickly moving the
bill to the floor. I look forward to
working with my friend from Virginia
this Congress to find common ground
in the battle against crime.

I also want to thank Nicole Nason on
the subcommittee staff for her hard
work on this bill. Nicole is leaving the
subcommittee, and we will certainly
miss her service. We wish to thank her
for everything she has done in the past
and wish her the best in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my
colleague from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM) in support of H.R. 46. This bill
would establish a Public Safety Officer
Medal of Valor to be awarded periodi-
cally to a selected public safety officer
for extraordinary valor above and be-
yond the call of duty. It provides for
the Department of Justice to solicit,
review, and screen nominations from
the law enforcement community for
the award. Final decisions on the
award would be made by a board ap-
pointed by the President and congres-
sional leadership from both parties.

I am a cosponsor of the bill, along
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) and other members of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. Speaker, this bill passed the
Committee on the Judiciary by a unan-
imous vote. It will not only allow
members of the law enforcement com-
munity to recognize extraordinary her-
oism within that profession, but will
establish a mechanism for calling that
extraordinary valor to the attention of
the world.

I urge Members to vote for the bill.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

I rise today to speak on this important legisla-
tion to provide for a national medal for public
safety officers who act with extraordinary cour-
age. By passing this legislation, we continue
the tradition of honoring those who exhibit
great courage and bravery in the line of duty.

I am a proud co-sponsor of this legislation
to honor our nation’s public safety officers—
police officers, firefighters and emergency
medical personnel. Each year, the President
would award this medal to a worthy public
safety officer.

Already in our small towns, counties and cit-
ies, local heroes are honored for their acts of
bravery. For example in Texas, we honor
peace officers and public servants who are in-
jured in the line of duty through the Fleetwood
Memorial Foundation.

Here in Congress, we honor the extraor-
dinary heroism and bravery of our citizens
through the Congressional Medal of Honor.
Members of the armed services are honored
with the prestigious Purple Heart and Prisoner
of War Medal.

It is important to recognize the public serv-
ants of our communities because so often
their work is overlooked. We witness the acts
of heroism performed by our police officers,

firefighters and emergency medical personnel
every day.

These Officers make a choice to serve their
communities. While feelings toward Law En-
forcement vary with each individual, all citi-
zens must realize that the role of a peace offi-
cer is an important and necessary one.

By supporting this bill, we salute the choices
and sacrifices made by peace officers. This
legislation will positively influence the way we
view law enforcement and it will remind us of
the everyday heroic acts that take place in our
communities.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 46.

The question was taken.
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on

that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

CONGRATULATING EL SALVADOR
ON SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION
OF FREE AND DEMOCRATIC
ELECTIONS

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and agree to
the resolution (H. Res. 110) congratu-
lating the Government and the people
of the Republic of El Salvador on suc-
cessfully completing free and demo-
cratic elections on March 7, 1999.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 110

Whereas on March 7, 1999, the Republic of
El Salvador successfully completed its sec-
ond democratic multiparty elections for
President and Vice President since the sign-
ing of the 1992 peace accords;

Whereas these elections were deemed by
international and domestic observers to be
free and fair and a legitimate nonviolent ex-
pression of the will of the people of the Re-
public of El Salvador;

Whereas the United States has consist-
ently supported the efforts of the people of
El Salvador to consolidate their democracy
and to implement the provisions of the 1992
peace accords;

Whereas these elections demonstrate the
strength and diversity of El Salvador’s
democratic expression and promote con-
fidence that all political parties can work
cooperatively at every level of government;
and

Whereas these open, fair, and democratic
elections of the new President and Vice
President should be broadly commended:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives,
That the House—

(1) congratulates the Government and the
people of the Republic of El Salvador for the
successful completion of democratic
multiparty elections held on March 7, 1999,
for President and Vice President;

(2) congratulates President-elect Francisco
Guillermo Flores Perez and Vice President-
elect Carlos Quintanilla Schmidt on their re-

cent victory and their continued strong com-
mitment to democracy, national reconcili-
ation, and reconstruction;

(3) congratulates El Salvadoran President
Armando Calderón Sol for his personal com-
mitment to democracy, which has helped in
the building of national unity in the Repub-
lic of El Salvador;

(4) commends all Salvadoran citizens and
political parties for their efforts to work to-
gether to take risks for democracy and to
willfully pursue national reconciliation in
order to cement a lasting peace and to
strengthen democratic traditions in El Sal-
vador;

(5) supports Salvadoran attempts to con-
tinue their cooperation in order to ensure de-
mocracy, national reconciliation, and eco-
nomic prosperity; and

(6) reaffirms that the United States is un-
equivocally committed to encouraging de-
mocracy and peaceful development through-
out Central America.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H. Res. 110.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

b 1130

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to read the statement of the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations regarding this bill.

‘‘The chairman of our Subcommittee
on the Western Hemisphere, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
GALLEGLY), introduced this resolution
congratulating the Salvadoran people
on their most recent free elections. I
am pleased to see such a positive, bi-
partisan expression of support for El
Salvador. On March 23, the Senate
agreed to a similar measure, Senate
Resolution 73, which enjoyed strong bi-
partisan support.

‘‘It is fitting that we should con-
gratulate the president-elect of this
country, Guillermo Flores, and vice
president-elect Carlos Quintanilla on
their electoral victory. The Farabundo
Marti National Liberation Front and
its candidates, who secured 29 percent
of the vote, were also present. The
transformation of the FMLN into a po-
litical party competing for power in
open democratic elections is one of El
Salvador’s key achievements.

‘‘It is equally fitting, Mr. Speaker,
that we should recognize outgoing
President Armando Calderon Sol.
President Calderon Sol’s quiet leader-
ship has continued El Salvador’s suc-
cessful implementation of the 1992
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peace agreement. Faced with the trials
of Hurricane Mitch and an economic
downturn, he has ably led El Salvador
in binding the wounds of more than a
decade of civil conflict. Moreover,
President Calderon Sol will certainly
be remembered for his achievements in
privatizing state-owned enterprises, in-
cluding the historic privatization of El
Salvador’s pension system.

‘‘I urge my colleagues,’’ the gen-
tleman from New York says, ‘‘to unani-
mously support H. Res. 110.’’

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Resolution 110 which con-
gratulates the government and the peo-
ple of El Salvador on the successful
completion of its second free and demo-
cratic election since the signing of the
1992 peace accords. I strongly commend
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
ACKERMAN), the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GALLEGLY)
for bringing it forward.

It is appropriate to call attention to
the democratic process in El Salvador.
Just a decade ago, the situation in El
Salvador and all throughout Central
America was much different than what
we see today. Groups on all sides have
dropped arms, formed political parties
and given the people a fair and just
voice. We are right to pause today and
commend El Salvador for the stunning
transition in the past decade and their
successful completion of transparent
free and fair elections in which every-
one can participate.

Now, this is not to say that all of the
problems that led to the violence of the
1980s are resolved. There is still much
need for improvement in El Salvador.
Turnout was much lower at this elec-
tion than in the last several in the
country, less than 50 percent, because
people had a difficult time getting to
the polls or actually voting once they
arrived at the polls due to disorganiza-
tion. Many low-income and poor Salva-
dorans are also questioning whether
democracy works for them because in-
equality and poverty still dominate. It
is the role, then, of President-Elect
Flores to lead the way in generating
more opportunity for Salvadorans so
that the benefits of democracy and the
motivation to go to the polls is felt by
all citizens. We, the United States,
need to maintain our commitment to
the people of El Salvador.

I urge my colleagues to support this
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY).

(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate the people of El
Salvador on their recent election.
Since the signing of the peace accords
ended their brutal civil war in 1992,

Salvadorans have made great strides
toward true democracy, reaching last-
ing peace, and creating a better life for
all Salvadorans.

I am very glad to stand here today and talk
about elections and democracy in El Sal-
vador—instead of civil war and death squads.
When I first visited El Salvador in the 1980s,
political parties only knew how to resolve their
problems through war.

Now, instead of firing bullets at one another,
political parties argue their differences in the
National Assembly, build coalitions with one
another, and work together in their common
interests.

This election is yet another tremendous ac-
complishment. I would like to congratulate new
President Francisco Flores on his election vic-
tory, and congratulate the Salvadoran people
for holding a free and fair election. Each elec-
tion, since the signing of their Peace Accords,
has been more open and free—and the recent
Presidential election continued in that pattern.

Of course I don’t want to paint too rosy a
picture here. Many serious problems in El Sal-
vador continue to exist. Crime is at record lev-
els, the tremendous poverty that existed be-
fore the war remains alarmingly high, and the
judicial system continues to stumble.

Even as we talk about a successful election
in El Salvador today, a great deal can be ac-
complished in that area as well. Better organi-
zation, a method of precinct voting, and the
establishment of a new election registry are
necessary election reforms that must be ac-
complished.

I challenge the Salvadoran people and their
government to work hard to achieve these re-
forms, erase the poverty and inequality that
exists, and continue to work together for the
better of the country.

And I believe we should be there to help. I
know President Flores has many difficult chal-
lenges ahead, and I look forward to working
with him to do what I can to help Salvadorans
continue to move forward. With that in mind,
I also challenge this country—the United
States—to temember our role in El Salvador.

As we congratulate Salvadorans on yet an-
other step toward democracy, I believe it is
also time we acknowledge some of our errors
in the past, and make a stronger commitment
to assisting all Salvadoran people in their ef-
fort to reach those democratic goals.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, as Chairman
of the Western Hemisphere Subcommittee, I
rise in support of H. Res. 110, a bill which
congratulates El Salvador on its recent Presi-
dential elections.

On Sunday, March 7, the people of El Sal-
vador went to the voting polls to choose a new
President and Vice-President. This election
marked the second successful Presidential
election and third general election since the
signing of the 1992 Peace Accords which
ended 12 years of brutal civil war in that small
country.

H. Res. 110, introduced by myself and sev-
eral members of the Subcommittee, congratu-
lates the government and the people of El Sal-
vador for completing this successful multiparty
election which was deemed to be free and fair
by an international observer group which in-
cluded a member of my Subcommittee staff.

This election, in which every registered polit-
ical party received votes, represented a clear
expression of the will of the people of El Sal-
vador; reaffirmed the success of the Peace

Accords; and demonstrated the strength and
diversity of the democratic process in El Sal-
vador.

Since 1994, current President Armando
Calderon Sol has worked tirelessly to ensure
that the peace accords have been properly im-
plemented and that El Salvador progressed
both politically and economically out of the
post-war era.

For that effort, and for the continued co-
operation of the opposition FMLN leadership,
El Salvador should be commended.

Now, President-elect Francisco Flores will
lead a new government into the new century
and I am confident he will continue the
progress made thus far in national reconcili-
ation and reconstruction.

We wish him well.
Mr. Speaker, I believe the people of El Sal-

vador have made great strides over the past
seven years. This election serves to validate a
key element of that progress and reaffirms
their strong commitment to the democratic
process.

I urge passage of this bill.
Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today

in support of House Resolution 110, a resolu-
tion congratulating the Government and the
people of the Republic of El Salvador on suc-
cessfully completing free and democratic elec-
tions. On March 7, 1999, El Salvador held free
and fair elections for president and vice-presi-
dent. I would like to take this time to person-
ally congratulate President-elect Francisco
Guillermo Flores Perez and Vice President-
elect Carlos Quintilla Schmidt on their recent
victory and their continued commitment to de-
mocracy. This election was yet another mile-
stone in the normalization of the democratic
process in El Salvador, and I wish to com-
mend this nation for its efforts.

El Salvador has come a long way since the
1980’s, when the nation was in the midst of a
terrible civil war. Many of you will recall that
the war cost the lives of tens of thousands of
Salvadorans and left the country in shambles.
Now, the Salvadorans have replaced bullets
with ballots. It was the strong leadership and
guidance, coupled with courage, demonstrated
by former President Alfredo Cristiani that res-
cued the country and paved the way for El
Salvador’s future. His successor, President
Armando Calderon Sol, elected in a free and
fair contest, held the same commitment to de-
mocracy and kept this nation moving forward.
The stark contrast between war-torn El Sal-
vador and the El Salvador of today is a tribute
to its people and its leaders.

In a time where peace and unity are not al-
ways the goal of the majority, I believe Ameri-
cans must continue to show support for our
Salvadoran neighbors and their continued
progress through this long and fragile process
of democratization. I hope you will join me in
congratulating El Salvador on this latest and
most remarkable accomplishment.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, as one
of the original six cosponsors, I come to the
floor in strong support of House Resolution
110. I wish to congratulate the Salvadoran
people and President-elect Francisco Guil-
lermo Florez Perez and Vice President-elect
Carlos Quintanilla Schmidt on the free and fair
conduct of the Presidential elections of March
7, 1999.

Since the signing of the 1992 peace ac-
cords, the Republic of El Salvador has con-
ducted two democratic elections for President
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and Vice President. The peaceful and orderly
manner in which these elections have been
carried out, with the participation of ten parties
representing the entire political spectrum, is
proof of El Salvador’s commitment to democ-
racy, national reconciliation and reconstruc-
tion. Specifically, it demonstrates their ability
to implement the provisions of the 1992 peace
accords.

The United States must continue to support
the efforts of the people of El Salvador to en-
sure political stability and the strengthening of
the democratic process.

This progress however is being threatened
in the wake of Hurricane Mitch. It is para-
mount that the United States take the lead in
helping the region recover from the devasta-
tion of the hurricane. If it does not, we risk the
unraveling of a fragile democracy and a return
to the political instability that the region experi-
enced for decades and threatened our na-
tional interests.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of this resolution congratulating the
people and government of El Salvador on the
free and democratic elections held last month.

The people of El Salvador know that the
transition to democracy is rarely easy. How-
ever, in only a few short years, El Salvador
has made great progress. Both international
and domestic observers agree that the recent
multiparty Presidential and Vice Presidential
elections were free and fair.

These elections showed the strength and di-
versity of El Salvador’s new democracy. They
showed that political parties can engage in the
type of substantive, peaceful debate that
would have been unheard of only a few years
ago.

But the demands of democracy do not stop
with free elections. El Salvador has shown a
commitment to democratic ideals by embrac-
ing a free press, freedom of religion, and free-
dom of association. Because there is no gov-
ernment in the world today that couldn’t ben-
efit from improvement, I encourage the people
and government of El Salvador to seize upon
their recent success and work toward improv-
ing their new democracy and the rule of law.

Mr. Speaker, dozens of nations are at a
crossroads today. Because democracies are
not always neat and tidy, many will be tempt-
ed to take the easy path. But the easy path
leads toward authoritarianism and inevitably to
exploitation. The path toward democracy is
sometimes difficult and it is often unsightly.
But El Salvador’s success stands out as an
example of what can be accomplished by
choosing the path toward democracy.

Today we congratulate those who have
made democracy possible in El Salvador.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I have no fur-
ther requests for time, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, House Resolution 110.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CONGRATULATING QATAR FOR
COMMITMENT TO DEMOCRATIC
IDEALS AND WOMEN’S SUF-
FRAGE
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I

move to suspend the rules and agree to
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
35) congratulating the State of Qatar
and its citizens for their commitment
to democratic ideals and women’s suf-
frage on the occasion of Qatar’s his-
toric elections of a central municipal
council on March 8, 1999, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 35

Whereas His Highness, Sheikh Hamad bin
Khalifa al-Thani, the Emir of Qatar, issued a
decree creating a central municipal council,
the first of its kind in Qatar;

Whereas on March 8, 1999, the people of the
State of Qatar held direct elections for a cen-
tral municipal council;

Whereas the central municipal council has
been structured to have members from 29
election districts serving 4-year terms;

Whereas Qatari women were granted the
right to participate in this historic first mu-
nicipal election, both as candidates and vot-
ers;

Whereas this election demonstrates the
strength and diversity of the State of Qatar’s
commitment to democratic expression;

Whereas the United States highly values
democracy and women’s rights;

Whereas March 8 is recognized as Inter-
national Women’s Day, and is an occasion to
assess the progress of the advancement of
women and girls throughout the world; and

Whereas this historic event of democratic
elections and women’s suffrage in the State
of Qatar should be honored: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) commends His Highness, Sheikh Hamad
bin Khalifa al-Thani, the Emir of Qatar, for
his leadership and commitment to suffrage
and the principles of democracy;

(2) congratulates the citizens of the State
of Qatar as they celebrate the historic elec-
tion for a central municipal council; and

(3) reaffirms that the United States is
strongly committed to encouraging the suf-
frage of women, democratic ideals, and
peaceful development throughout the Middle
East.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this measure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida?

There was no objection.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to enter into the RECORD

and say the remarks that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN),
were he here, would be delivering. He is
at the White House today. I would like
to give his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before us
today is House Concurrent Resolution
35, a concurrent resolution congratu-
lating the State of Qatar and its citi-
zens for their commitment to demo-
cratic ideals and women’s suffrage on
the occasion of Qatar’s historic elec-
tions of a central municipal council on
March 8, 1999.

The gentleman from New York is the
primary sponsor of this measure and
wanted to particularly thank the co-
chairs of the Congressional Women’s
Caucus, the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY),
for their support for these elections
and their cosponsorship of this resolu-
tion.

Qatar is a strong ally of the United
States in the Persian Gulf and is mov-
ing toward the 21st century under the
leadership of His Highness, Sheikh
Hamad, the Emir of Qatar. That leader-
ship includes expanding the civic con-
tribution to Qatar’s governance.

Our colleagues will agree that the
United States highly values democracy
and women’s rights. So we were more
than pleased to learn of the successful
municipal elections that Qatar had
conducted in which women, as well as
men, were granted the right to vote
and run as candidates.

House Concurrent Resolution 35 ap-
plauds the Emir of Qatar for his leader-
ship and commends the citizens of
Qatar for participating in this impor-
tant civic function. Clearly, this elec-
tion demonstrates the strength and di-
versity of the State of Qatar’s commit-
ment to democratic expression.

House Concurrent Resolution 35 also
reaffirms that the United States is
strongly committed to encouraging the
suffrage of women, of democratic
ideals, and peaceful development
throughout the Middle East.

We therefore were pleased to learn
that the Qatari Government is in the
process of drafting a constitution. This
document, once adopted, will cause the
creation of a Qatari parliament.

Mr. Speaker, in discussions with
Qatari officials, they informed us that
the State of Qatar considers the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan as their
structural model. Congress therefore
looks forward to these developments
and to maintaining and strengthening
its relationship with Qatar.

House Concurrent Resolution 35 cele-
brates an important milestone in the
development of Qatar, and I urge our
colleagues to join me in extending our
congratulations to all its citizens by
lending their support to this important
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume. I rise in
support of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 35, regarding the recent historic
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elections of a central municipal coun-
cil in Qatar, and I strongly commend
the cochairs of our Women’s Caucus,
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) and the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. KELLY), who traveled
to Qatar to monitor these elections.

Mr. Speaker, the decree issued by the
Emir of Qatar establishing the central
municipal council was the first of its
kind. The council was structured to
have members from 29 election dis-
tricts serving 4-year terms. For the
first time in Qatar history, open elec-
tions were ordered and in an unprece-
dented decision women were granted
the right to participate both as can-
didates and as voters. While these elec-
tions were at the municipal level, they
were an important expression of a com-
mitment to democratic ideals and the
first step toward advancing women’s
rights in the region. The elections took
place on March 8, 1999, a day also cele-
brated as International Women’s Day,
further emphasizing the significance of
women’s suffrage. It is important for
the United States Congress to recog-
nize this historic event and to support
it as a turning point towards democ-
racy and equal rights for women in
Qatar.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to be here today in support of H.
Con. Res. 35 to honor the State of Qatar and
its citizens on the historic elections that took
place there on March 8. I am pleased to have
this opportunity to share my recent experi-
ences in Qatar.

I had the great honor to travel to this Per-
sian Gulf country as an election observer with
my colleague SUE KELLY, with whom I serve
as co-chair of the Women’s Caucus.

This marks an historic step toward women
having seats at all tables, not only the kitchen
table, but the peace table, the economic de-
velopment table, and international affairs table.
All of these opportunities begin with full voting
privileges for both men and women—a first
among the Gulf Cooperation Council countries
of the world.

By comparison, Kuwait has an elected par-
liament which exercises limited legislative and
oversight powers, but women are not allowed
to vote.

Oman has an elected Consultative Council,
however only selected male and female citi-
zens are enfranchised and the Sultan retains
the final say over the composition of the
Council.

Bahrain had an elected parliament which
was dissolved by the Emir in 1975.

The United Arab Emirates (UAE) and Saudi
Arabia have no elected institutions.

I congratulate the citizens of Qatar on this
important step for women. It took America 145
years to give women the right to vote; it took
Qatar only 27 years. It is wonderful to see
Qatar giving rights to women while other coun-
tries like Afghanistan are taking them away. In
Afghanistan, women and girls are not per-
mitted to work or to go to school, and they
have limited access to health care or prenatal
care.

We live in a world economy and we must
recognize that elections and democracy help
us in our shared world. An elected govern-
ment is a more stable government. Qatar’s

step toward democracy directly benefits the
United States because it leads us toward sta-
bility and peace. It is important for our nation
to support the democratic steps of our allies in
the Persian Gulf.

It is important to remember that democracy
is a journey, not a destination. With the his-
toric step of allowing both men and women to
participate in its first-ever municipal elections,
Qatar has taken the first step toward embrac-
ing democracy.

The Emir, Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa al-
Thani, is committed to democracy and has
even talked of continuing towards democracy
by having an elected parliament. He has al-
ready made great strides in education and
economic development. I was proud to rep-
resent the United States and meet with mem-
bers of Parliament from United Kingdom,
France, Germany, Lebanon, Jordan, Morocco,
Oman and Kuwait—who came to witness
these historic elections.

I was impressed by how carefully planned
the election was. Two hundred and forty-two
candidates ran in 29 election districts to serve
four-year terms on a central municipal council.
Six women ran for office. While none of the
women won, Dr. Wadha Al Suwaidi came in
second in her district by only 28 votes to Nas-
ser Faleh al Dosari.

I had the opportunity to meet with many
candidates. They were well educated, and well
prepared. Many had very impressive creden-
tials as ambassadors, teachers, and each had
prepared a platform of issues on everything
from libraries, bridges, and garbage to parks,
nurseries, and recycling.

The scene on election day was extraor-
dinary. It looked a lot like an American elec-
tion, complete with banners, posters and cam-
paign materials. The election was held on a
national holiday and schools and many busi-
nesses were closed. Many schools were used
as polling places, and candidates set up near-
by tents to continue campaigning throughout
the day.

We saw many long lines in Qatar, and there
was a better than 95 percent voter turnout of
the registered voters. It reminded me of the
long lines seen during South Africa’s first elec-
tion with people standing in lines for hours in
the hot sun.

It was a very fair election. They even sealed
the ballot boxes with wax during prayer
breaks.

I met with many of the candidates. One of
the female candidates who I met, Mouza
Abdullah Al-Maliki, has been working for the
vote for several years. In 1993, she was part
of a group that petitioned the previous Emir for
the vote. She is very grateful to have the vote.
She told me, ‘‘It means democracy, it means
freedom, it means awareness for women in all
aspects of her life.’’

To celebrate the first ever direct elections in
which women have been allowed to participate
in the Gulf, it is important that we pass H.
Con. Res. 35 congratulating Qatar on its his-
toric elections. I hope that we will be able to
move this bill quickly to show America’s sup-
port for democracy and universal suffrage
throughout the world.

ADDITIONAL FACTS

Dr. Wadha al Suwaidi came in second in
her district by only 28 votes to Nasser Faleh
al Dosari. This is very significant because 50
women in her district didn’t vote.

Of the approximately 600,000 people in the
country, there are 150,000 Qatari citizens. Of

these, about 75,000 are eligible (over age 18
and not a member of the police or military
force.) Approximately 23,000 registered, which
was split almost 50–50 between men and
women.

I saw our American embassy in Qatar,
which was recently evacuated. It stood—ex-
posed and vulnerable—right on a busy inter-
section. Our embassy workers are currently
working in makeshift areas, some are even
working out of their homes. I hope that work
on the new embassy continues, and that our
state department personnel will soon be able
to work in a safer environment.

In Lebanon, 3 of 128 Members of Par-
liament are women. One of them is Mouauad
Naela whose daughter lives in New York City.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, first I would like
to thank Chairman GILMAN, and Ranking Mem-
ber GEJDENSON for giving me time to share my
support for H. Con. Res. 35, as well as obser-
vations from my trip to Qatar last month.

I recently visited Qatar with my colleague,
CAROLYN MALONEY, to witness their historic
election on March 8, and lend encouragement
to the process that they are beginning. While
we were in Qatar, we had the opportunity to
meet with the women candidates and Qatari
citizens, as well as the Minister of Municipal
Affairs, the Foreign Minister and the Emir’s
wife, Shaykha Mouza who has been a leader
in the effort to bring American institutions of
higher education to Qatar in addition to orga-
nizing the municipal council elections, which
took place on March 8.

In many countries in that region, women
lead very sheltered lives and are unable to do
many activities that we take for granted.
Women are often unable to drive, much less
go on to study in college. In Qatar, we saw
women doing these things. We saw them ev-
erywhere you would expect to see women
here in the U.S. interacting in a perfectly nor-
mal way, the same way that we do in many
instances. This is rather progressive stance for
many countries in this region.

On election day, as I traveled with other
members of the delegation to the election
sites, I was quite pleased to see the wide-
spread support for the elections and the can-
didates. The election sites were full of life.
Campaign materials and supporters were
abundant. Qataris were lined up waiting to
have their chance to cast their vote. What is
more, I think that there are lessons we could
learn from the candidates in Qatar as they sat
together, sharing coffee with each other, each
wishing the other success, even though they
were running against one another. They were
there together celebrating the beginnings of
democracy and representation.

I also thought that the elections were well
organized, those who worked at the polling
sites did so with the dignity and excitement
one would expect for a nation’s first endeavor
towards democracy.

I realize that there has been concern about
the relatively low number of people eligible to
vote in the elections. There are approximately
160,000–180,000 citizens in the nation. Just
as in the United States there is eligibility cri-
teria for voting. In order to be able to vote, you
must be the daughter or son of a father who
is a Qatari citizen and was born and raised
there. As in the U.S., 18 is the minimum vot-
ing age, and the last criteria is, interestingly
enough, that the person cannot be a member
of the military or be employed by the Ministry
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of the Interior. The Qataris have concerns
about mixing politics and their military forces.
The final number of those eligible to vote has
not been reported. However, we do know that
of the approximate 22,000 people registered
to vote, approximately 45% were women.

The queen, Shaykha Mouza spoke to the
issue of the careful balance that needs to be
struck between the traditional, conservative
aspects of their society and the drive to move
towards a parliamentary democracy. This is
only the first election for a municipal council
which is advisory in nature, but it is a valid
step. I believe that it is important for us and
for Qatar, that we pass this resolution con-
gratulating the Emir’s efforts on behalf of his
nation.

As we all know, governing is a difficult task.
It is a deliberative and often slow process, but
the important thing is that the process moves
forward. We need to salute and congratulate
this nation for their step forward and encour-
age them to continue on their journey to the
great experiment called democracy.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 35, as amended.

The question was taken.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,

on that I demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

MICROENTERPRISE FOR SELF-
RELIANCE ACT OF 1999

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 136 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 136

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1143) to estab-
lish a program to provide assistance for pro-
grams of credit and other financial services
for microenterprises in developing countries,
and for other purposes. The first reading of
the bill shall be dispensed with. Points of
order against consideration of the bill for
failure to comply with clause 4(a) of rule
XIII are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on International Relations.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. Each section of the bill shall be consid-
ered as read. During consideration of the bill
for amendment, the chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord priority in
recognition on the basis of whether the

Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. The
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

b 1145

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Ewing). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

House Resolution 136 is an open rule
providing for the consideration of H.R.
1143, the Microenterprise for Self-Reli-
ance Act of 1999. The purpose of the
legislation is to establish a program to
provide assistance for programs of
credit and other financial services for
microenterprises in developing coun-
tries. The rule provides for the cus-
tomary 1 hour of general debate, equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

The rule waives clause 4(a) of rule
XIII requiring a 3-day layover of the
committee report against consider-
ation of the bill. In addition, the rule
provides that the bill shall be read by
section. The rule permits the Chair to
grant priority in recognition to Mem-
bers who have preprinted their amend-
ments and considers them as read.

Further, as has become standard
practice in this Congress, the Chair is
allowed to postpone recorded votes and
to reduce the time for electronic vot-
ing on postponed votes, and finally the
rule provides for one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, to keep with our record
of fair rules for the 106th Congress, I
am pleased to report that this resolu-
tion is yet another open rule that af-
fords any Member the opportunity to
offer any germane amendments.

House Resolution 1143 is much needed
legislation to enhance credit opportu-
nities for microenterprises in devel-
oping countries. These businesses are
so small, 10 or fewer employees, and
the average loan is so low; most are

less than $300; that they are thought of
as microenterprises as opposed to small
businesses. Microenterprises are the
economy of the very poorest segment
of the economy in developing coun-
tries, and estimates of their number
range from one-third to perhaps one-
half of the world’s businesses.

Microenterprises have been an area
of interest for U.S. foreign assistance
for many years. In 1994, the USIA,
USAID, formally launched the micro-
enterprise initiative in partnership
with Congress to expand funding for
that department’s microenterprise pro-
grams. The summit’s goal for that year
was to target half of the microenter-
prise resources to serve the poorest
with loans under $300.

The ability to obtain credit is one of
the most important factors in starting
or expanding a microenterprise. Often
these loan amounts are so low that a
commercial bank would not find them
profitable, or an entrepreneur has very
little in the way of collateral, so the
bank would consider them too risky.
Yet most micro-loan institutions boast
repayment rates of 97 percent or bet-
ter, putting them at least on a par with
major banks who lend to more affluent
and traditional borrowers. I believe
that supporting microentrepreneurs is
an excellent investment in dramati-
cally improving the quality of life of
millions throughout the world. Pro-
viding access to loans can help low-in-
come entrepreneurs expand their in-
ventory or even hire additional em-
ployees and can truly enhance a per-
son’s self-esteem by giving him or her
a genuine opportunity in life.

In addition, microfinance can serve
as a powerful tool for building a more
inclusive financial sector which serves
the broad majority of the world’s popu-
lation, including the very poor and
women, and thus generates more social
stability and prosperity. This legisla-
tion states that the United States
should coordinate among the G–7 na-
tions to bolster support for the micro-
enterprise sector by leveraging our in-
vestment with that of other donor na-
tions.

H.R. 1143 appropriately makes micro-
enterprise development an important
component of U.S. foreign economic
policy and assistance by expanding on
the commitment of the USAID in its
1994 microenterprise initiative. I be-
lieve that in improving the access of
the poorest, especially women, to much
needed financial resources in devel-
oping countries will lead to the devel-
opment of free, open and equitable
international economic systems and
contribute to the spread of freedom and
human dignity in the world.

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN),
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN), my dear colleague from
the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL), and the
others who have worked so hard on this
legislation for their efforts in bringing
this very important bipartisan bill for-
ward. I strongly support H.R. 1143 and
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urge all of my colleagues to support
both this open rule and the underlying
important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DIAZ-BALART), for yielding me the
time.

This is an open rule. It will allow for
full and fair debate on H.R. 1143 which
is called the microenterprise bill for
self-reliance. It is an act of 1999 of
which I am proud to be an original co-
sponsor.

As my colleague from Florida has de-
scribed, this rule provides for 1 hour of
general debate to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

The rule permits amendments under
the 5-minute rule, which is the normal
amending process in the House. All
Members on both sides of the aisle,
they will have the opportunity to offer
germane amendments.

This is a bipartisan bill that reflects
broad congressional support.

A microenterprise is a small business
with as few as one or as many as ten
employees. Loans to these companies
or small businesses are among the
most cost-effective ways to help the
poor lift themselves out of poverty.

I became familiar with the potential
of microenterprise to reduce poverty
because of the House Select Committee
on Hunger, and I used to chair the
international task force of the com-
mittee, and later I was chairman of the
full committee. The Hunger Committee
held hearings, we issued reports, we
conducted public forums to inform
Congress and the public on the impor-
tance of microcredit to reducing hun-
ger and poverty around the world. In
one report the Hunger Committee con-
cluded that small loans to microenter-
prises can significantly raise the living
standards of the poor, increase food se-
curity and bring about sustainable im-
provements in local economies. The
committee further concluded that
credit to microenterprises is one way
to help end the cycle of poverty and
hunger among urban and rural landless
poor in developing countries. The bill
before us today strengthens and en-
hances the United States leadership in
the field of microenterprise develop-
ment to fight hunger and poverty in
the world.

I want to congratulate the distin-
guished chairman, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN), the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) of the
Committee on International Relations
for their commitment to microenter-
prise and other poverty alleviation pro-
grams and for their hard work in bring-
ing this important legislation to the

floor. Special thanks is also due to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOUGH-
TON) for his instrumental leadership on
this issue.

The bill is very similar to a measure
that was introduced by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HOUGHTON) and
myself in the 105th Congress. An
amended version of the bill passed the
House on a 393 vote to 21, but it got
stalled in the Senate. I am particularly
pleased that today’s bill very closely
resembles the original Amo Houghton
bill and Hall bill from the last Congress
than the version which passed the
House.

No U.S.A. program is more effective
in assisting poor people to end their
own poverty than microenterprise de-
velopment. The dollars have a multi-
plier effect since they are recycled to
new beneficiaries when loans are re-
paid.

This bill is a good bill, and it will im-
prove the lives of many of the world’s
poor with a minimum of cost. It is an
open rule that was adopted by a voice
vote of the Committee on Rules. I urge
adoption of the rule and of the bill.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this rule, and I would
like to thank my friend from Miami,
Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) for yielding
me this time.

The underlying bill is vital to the
economic growth of developing coun-
tries. H.R. 1143 is a bipartisan bill co-
sponsored by my friend from Dayton,
Ohio (Mr. HALL), and a number of oth-
ers and is designed to provide assist-
ance for programs of credit and other
financial services for microenterprises
in developing countries.

For a number of years I have been
proud to be a supporter of microenter-
prise programs. I support H.R. 1143 be-
cause it moves us forward and sets the
direction for the future of microenter-
prise programs.

One of the most important elements
of this legislation is the requirement to
increase the amount of assistance de-
voted to credit activities designed to
reach the poorest sector in developing
countries and to improve the access to
the poorest, particularly women, to
microenterprise credit in developing
countries. We have been informed by
the World Bank that more than 1.2 bil-
lion people in the developing world,
one-fifth of the world’s entire popu-
lation, subsists on less than $1 a day.
Today this Congress sends a message
that America not only supports the po-
litical and religious freedom of all peo-
ple, but also advocates the economic
freedom of people in nations across this
globe. The bill will make microenter-
prise development an important ele-
ment of United States economic policy
and assistance.

Mr. Speaker, Ronald Reagan once
said that part of our foreign policy to
maintain peace abroad was to promote
market-oriented solutions to inter-
national problems, telling the story
abroad of America’s free enterprise
way of life. As the United States leads
the way in developing a new global fi-
nancial architecture, I believe that
microenterprise will play an indispen-
sable role in that quest.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
rule, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the legislation as it moves for-
ward.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Ohio very much for yielding this time
to me, and I ask to be able to speak for
2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, let me thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) for this
time and join in by applauding this
rule and, as well, acknowledging the vi-
tality of the microenterprise program
in developing nations. According to the
World Bank, more than 1.2 billion peo-
ple in the developing world, or one-
fifth of the world’s population, as we
have just heard the previous speaker
acknowledge, lives on less than $1 a
day, and for Americans that is obvi-
ously a stark figure and a shocking fig-
ure. But at the same time there is
hope, there is genuine desire to do bet-
ter, and particularly for those small
businesses and small-opportunity indi-
viduals in developing nations.

Wherever one goes and visits, wheth-
er or not it is the continent of Africa,
whether or not it is in South America
that is close to Texas and Central
America, they will find those individ-
uals that simply say, ‘‘If you’ll give me
a fishing rod instead of a fish, I can
make a difference.’’

We had an opportunity in the session,
the work recess session, to join a presi-
dential mission dealing with the trag-
edy of HIV AIDS in Africa. Interest-
ingly enough, one would ask how does
the microenterprise program deal with
the question of HIV AIDS? Mr. Speak-
er, the real issue along with the trag-
edy of AIDS, and prevention, and edu-
cation, the impact on children, the
number of offerings that will come
about because of the tragedy of AIDS
in Africa, is the idea of giving commu-
nities an opportunity to self invest and
to create businesses where they can
stay in these rural areas as opposed to
traveling from place to place.
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We met, for example, an elderly

grandmother who was taking care of a
number of her grandchildren due to the
tragedy of them losing their parents to
HIV/AIDS.

Mr. Speaker, one might find it curi-
ous and interesting, but she was mak-
ing banana beer. Part of her efforts
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were through the support of USAID. Of
course, many of these programs inter-
act, but the enterprise program im-
pacts on giving opportunity to those
who have ideas to ensure that there is
a return on their investment.

In February 1997, a global micro-
credit summit was held in Washington
to launch a plan to expand access to
credit for self-employment to the 100
million of the world’s poorest families
by 2005. I cannot imagine us in any way
doing something more effective, more
efficient and more far-reaching than to
help those individuals who wish to help
themselves in developing nations. One
of the points we have heard is that we
do want to build our economy.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say that
I support the microenterprise program
and hope that we can continue to ex-
pand it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the open
rule for H.R. 1143, a bill to assist microenter-
prises in developing countries. This bill will au-
thorize grant assistance to further the develop-
ment of microenterprises in developing coun-
tries. The grants are to be provided to busi-
nesses, governments and other organizations
in both the United States and abroad to ex-
pand the availability of financial services, cred-
it and training for microentrepreneurs. In this
manner these grants will assist the poorest of
the poor in their endeavors to expand their in-
comes and their businesses.

The most recent statistics provided by the
World Bank, indicate that 1.2 billion people in
the developing world, or one-fifth of the
world’s population, subsist on less than $1 a
day. That is right, they live on less than $1 a
day. Women in poverty generally have larger
workloads and less access to educational and
economic opportunities than their male coun-
terparts. This in turn means that women in
these countries lack stable employment and
frayed social safety nets.

Many in the developing world turn to self-
employment to generate their livelihoods. I
know first hand, from my trips to Africa that a
large percentage of the workers are self-em-
ployed. The poor have shown remarkable
courage in the face of poverty and have dem-
onstrated an uncanny ability to expand their
incomes and business when they have access
to loans at reasonable rates.

It is the unfortunate truth that entrepreneurs
are frozen in poverty because they cannot ob-
tain sufficient credit at reasonable rates to
build their asset base or expand their other-
wise viable self-employment activities. It is not
unusual for interest rates to be as high as 10
percent per day.

Similar measures have already proven suc-
cessful in these developing countries. Non-
governmental organization such as the
Grameen Bank in Bangladesh, in Kenya, and
networks such as Accion International, have
been particularly successful in lending to poor-
est of the poor. This measure helps both the
business and the individual to develop a
sense of accomplishment.

I urge members to support this open rule
which allows for bipartisan debate.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), the
distinguished chairwoman of the Sub-
committee on International Economic

Policy and Trade of the Committee on
International Relations.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
resolution before us, H.R. 1143. As we
look at the reports issued by the World
Health Organization, which document,
as we have heard, that one-fifth of the
world’s population lives in extreme
poverty and that poverty is one of the
leading causes of death worldwide, the
problem of how to help poor families
appears so immense and widespread
that it seems impossible to manage.

This, Mr. Speaker, is where micro-
credit comes in. It is a new vision for
ending world poverty and it provides
access to credit for the world’s poor to
convert their ideas into thriving small
businesses. People like Salomie Chung
and Elisa Crespo from my hometown of
south Florida, who with the assistance
of Kathleen Gordon of Working Capital
Florida and Gail Neumann of Results-
Miami no longer need to worry about
survival and basic existence because
they are now successful entrepreneurs.

These are just a few domestic exam-
ples, but microcredit is now at work in
some form in over 40 countries.

Overall, the rate of repayment of the
more established programs ranges from
95 to 99 percent. Foreign assistance
used under the microcredit program is
loaned and paid back with interest and
is then recycled and used for new loans,
thus, reaching even more of the world’s
poor.

Microcredit is an economically viable
program which furthers U.S. develop-
ment goals and humanitarian purposes,
but it needs our unequivocal support to
continue its mission and to build on its
success.

That is the objective, Mr. Speaker, of
the bill before us, House Resolution
1143. It expands upon previous legisla-
tion and ensures that at least one-half
of overall resources allocated for
microcredit within USAID are to be di-
rected to programs serving the poorest
of the poor with loans under $300. This
could mean that tens of thousands
more of the poorest will have the op-
portunity to empower themselves out
of the state of poverty that they are
currently in.

The bill before us helps to guarantee
the survival of programs which are en-
dangered by crises beyond the control
of the programs and of the borrowers.
It calls for further action and initiative
to be explored to help enhance the de-
velopment of microcredit institutions.

As H.R. 1143 states, the development
of microenterprise is a vital factor in
the stable growth of developing coun-
tries and in the development of free,
open and equitable international eco-
nomic systems.

It is, therefore, in the best interest of
the U.S. and of the United States Con-
gress to support its growth and its ex-
pansion. By supporting H.R. 1143 and
microcredit in general, we are invest-

ing in the human spirit and the desire
of the world’s poor to use their cre-
ativity, their talents and their skills to
control their own destiny.

For the future welfare of the men,
women and children worldwide who
suffer the pain inflicted by poverty, I
ask my colleagues to vote in favor of
H.R. 1143.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL)
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I, too, rise in support of
H.R. 1143, which establishes assistance
to microenterprise programs in devel-
oping countries. This bill is very im-
portant for a number of reasons which
we have already heard. It establishes in
law our support for microenterprise.
Congress has not provided full author-
ization up until now for microenter-
prises in developing countries.

Second, this bill sets aside increased
resources for microenterprise programs
for the next 2 years.

Third, it ensures that half of the
funding goes to programs which serve
the very poor in loans of $300 or less. I
recently saw some of these programs in
Petra in Jordan, and in Marrakesh in
Morocco.

I have been a longtime supporter of
microenterprise lending. Several years
ago, my senior legislative assistant
went to Bangladesh to view the
Grameen Bank and microenterprise at
work in that country. As many know,
the Grameen Bank was one of the first
to establish such a program and to
make microloans available to the poor-
est of the poor.

The premise of the Grameen Bank
and other microenterprise programs is
that the capitalist system in these
countries does not have to be only for
the rich, and credit should be seen as a
human right. If we are looking for one
single action that will enable the poor
to overcome their poverty, we should
choose credit. Charity and handouts
help maintain and deepen poverty by
taking away initiative. Human beings
thrive on challenges, not on charity.

The Grameen Bank is now owned by
the poor people of Bangladesh and it
works exclusively with poor people.
The less one has, the higher priority
one has for loans. If one has nothing,
they get the highest priority.

Ninety percent of the shares are
owned by the borrowers. The board of
directors consists of 13 members, nine
of whom are elected by the borrowers
and shareholders. It serves over 2.4 mil-
lion borrowers, and the payback rate is
98 percent, money which can then be
re-lent to others. So far, this program
has lent out and has been repaid with
over $2 billion in Bangladesh alone.

There are many examples of how
these microloans have changed the life
of the borrower. My legislative assist-
ant spoke to a woman in a village in
central Bangladesh. Five years earlier
when she was living in complete pov-
erty with her six children starving, she
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turned with some hesitation to the
Grameen Bank.

Five years after her first loan, she
graciously invited my assistant into
her home, introduced her children who
are all in school, and proudly showed
off the cow that she had bought and the
material she retails to support her
family.

The first years were not easy. In fact,
she told of selling the milk from her
cow when her children were still hun-
gry, but she knew she had to repay the
bank loan to get another one and she
knew that that was the way out of her
poverty.

As my assistant left, she asked for
her to pray that there would be no
more widows in her village because life
for a widow is just too hard.

In a neighboring village, a young
woman of 26 owned two goats, one cow,
ten hens and two acres of land and was
earning twice the national average in-
come. Her son was in the eighth grade
in a country where not quite half the
children complete the fifth grade. She
had had a hard life as she was aban-
doned at 3 months by her parents,
raised by a neighbor, married at 12,
abandoned again at 13, this time by her
husband when she was pregnant. She
had never earned more than $37 a year
and owned no land.

After her visit to the Grameen Bank,
she began her own career which al-
lowed her children to get to school and
her to have a living wage.

Replicated throughout the world and
now in the United States also, micro-
credit programs are working to elimi-
nate poverty worldwide. Working in
partnership with groups like Results,
they have set a goal of reaching 100
million of the world’s poorest families.

This bill is very important. It is a
crucial piece that will help us reach
our world and national goals. I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 1143.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I would just say that
the rule is open and it is a very, very
good bill. This bill provides a lot of re-
lief, a lot of help for hundreds of thou-
sands of people across the world. We
even do microenterprise very well in
some States in our own country. It is a
very good policy. I urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I fully agree with the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL) and
all the speakers who have so elo-
quently portrayed why the underlying
legislation is so important and why we
need to move forward with it today. I
also support the rule. It is a fully open
rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 136 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 1143.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1143) to
establish a program to provide assist-
ance for programs of credit and other
financial services for microenterprises
in developing countries, and for other
purposes, with Mr. EWING in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, many of us have heard
or seen the phenomenal success of
microenterprise programs around the
world. These programs reach the poor-
est of the poor with small loans that
help them to work their way out of
poverty.

The record of these programs is im-
pressive, with the poorest clients re-
paying their loans at rates between 95
and 98 percent. Unlike other assistance
programs, we do not give funds away.
We lend them to people once consid-
ered the worst credit risks on earth.

Microenterprise programs proved
that with access to credit, the poor can
repay their loans and work their way
out of poverty.

The bill before the House is a result
of almost 4 years of consensus building
between the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) and the ranking Demo-
cratic member, the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON).

The gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GEJDENSON) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and many
of us have worked for a number of
years on microenterprise development
programs from their first beginnings at
the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh to
today when microfinancing institu-
tions are some of the largest lenders in
many developing countries.

The bill also builds on the work in
the last Congress, the Houghton-Hall
bill. The authors of that legislation
will recognize that much of the lan-
guage in this bill came directly from
their bill.

This legislation started as a renewal
of our bipartisan cooperative effort

with the administration, including AID
and the First Lady’s office, to
strengthen microfinance programs. We
will recall the President’s visit to
Uganda where he visited a micro-
finance project and declared that this
was one of the most successful ways to
help the poor in developing countries
to work their way out of poverty.

Mr. Chairman, this bill accomplishes
several key goals. First, it contains the
essential language that half of all
microenterprise resources go directly
to support programs that provide $300
loans or lower to the poorest of the
poor.

This requirement traces back to the
highly successful microcredit summit
convened by Results to dedicate the
international community to reaching
half of the world’s poor with credit pro-
grams by the year 2005.
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The bill adds a new section to the

Foreign Assistance Act governing
grants to microfinance institutions,
authorizing $152 million in appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2000 and $167 mil-
lion for fiscal year 2001.

I will note that these are consensus
figures of the Microenterprise Coali-
tion, advocacy and practitioners alike,
and they are not strongly opposed by
the administration.

The bill authorizes the micro and
small credit program of AID that has
helped many microentrepreneurs grow
from small- to medium-sized busi-
nesses. The bill has also two major new
sections that lay the foundation for the
future growth of the microfinance sec-
tor.

First, at the suggestion of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON), the bill establishes a micro-
finance loan facility to help rescue in-
stitutions which the U.S. taxpayer has
supported with liquidity and support to
prevent collapse.

We have all witnessed the destruc-
tion caused by Hurricane Mitch in Cen-
tral America. The destruction nearly
caused the collapse of several key
microfinance institutions that the U.S.
helped to build from the ground up.
The ad hoc rescue package assembled
by Brian Atwood at AID rescued these
institutions so they can now head to
recovery.

We have also had other near col-
lapses, and the facility will help ad-
dress these emergencies in a more sys-
tematic way.

Secondly, the bill calls for a number
of reports by the President to lay out
the future growth of these institutions,
including a Federal charter. Using
these reports, we hope to lay out a road
map for the growth of the microfinance
section over the next 10 years.

This legislation has 26 original co-
sponsors and has been endorsed by the
Microenterprise Coalition, including
RESULTS and FINCA. It is my under-
standing that the administration has
moved mightily and now has only some
concerns with the legislation, and does
not oppose its adoption today.
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The gentleman from Connecticut

(Mr. GEJDENSON) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and I
have one amendment that will make
some technical changes to the bill, to
its loan facility, that were worked out
with AID. Other than that, I am not
aware of any other amendments that
will be offered today.

I urge the support of this legislation.
It is a good bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, and I
rise in support of H.R. 1143.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is a
product of many years of hard work on
behalf of microenterprise. I want to
thank the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON) and the gentleman from New York
(Chairman GILMAN) for several years of
hard work on this issue.

I would also like to recognize two
great leaders who have done so much
to advance the cause of microcredit
lending to the poor and to empower
women in developing countries. First
Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton and AID
administrator Brian Atwood have
worked tirelessly to make sure that
the United States takes a leadership
role to expand access to credit for self-
employment to 100 million of the
world’s poorest families. One-fifth of
the world’s population exists on less
than $1 a day, and 32,000 children die
each day from preventable malnutri-
tion.

I had the opportunity to visit Ghana
and South Africa last week, and I met
with many women entrepreneurs who
were the primary income earners for
their families. Access to just a small
amount of capital, I was told, would
help them raise the standard of living
for their entire families.

Many of the poor who do not have ac-
cess to microenterprise programs are
forced to pay interest rates of 10 per-
cent per day to money lenders. In con-
trast, interest rates on microcredit
loans average between 2 percent and 5
percent per week. The return rate on
these loans is between 95 percent and 99
percent.

Let me briefly explain what this bill
does. It permanently establishes two
new sections in statutory law to gov-
ern microenterprise grants and loans.
Under the grants section, it authorizes
grants to support microlending pro-
grams. These grants are generally used
to start new microlending programs. It
authorizes $152 million for fiscal year
2000, and $167 million for fiscal year
2001 for microenterprise programs. It
mandates 50 percent of all microenter-
prise resources to be used for poverty
lending, defined as institutions that
provide credit and other financial serv-
ices to the poorest with loans of $300 or
less in 1995 dollars.

Currently, 68 percent of loans are $300
or less, and about 47 percent of total
resources support poverty lending.

This bill creates a loan facility inside
of AID. The facility will provide

concessional loans to United States-
sponsored microfinance institutions to
prevent bankruptcy caused by natural
disasters, national wars, civil conflict,
or national financial crises. The facil-
ity would be supervised by representa-
tives of the Department of the Treas-
ury, AID, and two representatives from
the NGO community. It requires the
President to prepare a report to Con-
gress on the most cost-effective meth-
ods for increasing the access of poor
people to credit, other financial serv-
ices, and related training.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER).

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of H.R. 1143, the
Microenterprise Self-Reliance Act. The
low-cost loans and training opportuni-
ties provided by this program create
unimaginable opportunity and hope for
people living in the poorest and most
desolate areas of the world.

As a Member who is personally com-
mitted to the growth and prosperity of
Central and South America, I have wit-
nessed firsthand the benefits of micro-
enterprise and the microcredit pro-
grams to the poorest of the poor.
Through these programs, the U.S. has
been able to encourage economic
growth and self-dependency in coun-
tries less fortunate than our own.

The minimal cost of the microenter-
prise program yield great benefits and
have a tremendous long-term impact
on the future economic and social de-
velopment of many nations, specifi-
cally those in Central America.

I would like to give, if I may, a cou-
ple of individuals cases that I person-
ally have seen, first that occurred in El
Salvador maybe 10 or 12 years ago.
They took us to a tailor shop where
this gentleman volunteered to give me
a three-piece suit, cut to my standard
style and size and everything, for $100.
I don’t know how the rest of the Mem-
bers feel, but this was unbelievable.

I found out that this gentleman in
his time of need found out that he
could get a sewing machine for $100
that he borrowed from the microenter-
prise. With that $100 and a pair of scis-
sors, he started producing clothes. At
the time that I saw him there, he had
four sewing machines and the whole
operation, and his $100 now had become
$3,000 that he was able to invest. That
was in El Salvador.

Several years later when we were in
Nicaragua we asked, why in the world
don’t microenterprises come to Nica-
ragua? In this particular case they
took us to a shopping area of downtown
Managua and showed us a young lady
there who had borrowed $200 to start
off with. She put vegetables and flow-
ers and seeds and so forth for sale.
After 3 years in that small investment
of about $200, I asked her what her in-

ventory was. It was a little grocery
store by then. She had $7,000 worth of
groceries there.

All of this was done by small loans
that were immediately paid back.
Their loan qualities were unbelievable
the way they paid it back, just as the
statistics have already shown. I would
just like to recommend highly that
this is a wonderful program and we
ought to do something about it.

In many impoverished countries
there are no secure financial institu-
tions where people can apply for loans,
no training facilities to teach people a
trade, and no encouraging signs of
growth and prosperity. The micro-
enterprise programs make these re-
sources available, and allow people who
once had no hope of sustaining a liv-
able wage, it gives them a real chance
to become self-sufficient.

As the U.S. continues to promote as-
sistance, as opposed to handouts, I
think it is important for us to applaud
programs that grant an opportunity for
growth. I encourage all my colleagues
to vote in favor of this legislation,
which has proven to benefit the inter-
national community that needs our
help most, the poorest of the poor.

Please support the Microenterprise
Self-Reliance Act.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join
with my colleagues in the spirit of bi-
partisanship to support the goals and
the objective of microenterprises in de-
veloping countries.

Many of the world’s poorest workers
are self-employed. These entrepreneurs
are trapped in poverty because they
cannot obtain credit at a reasonable
rate that will allow them to build their
assets and expand their businesses.

The global credit program for micro-
enterprises provides funds that will in-
crease the flow of credit from the for-
mal financial sector to the micro en-
trepreneurs, with a view to improving
their productivity, income, and em-
ployment level.

Over the past years we have learned
firsthand the dramatic impact that
microenterprise has had on the lives of
millions of the world’s poorest fami-
lies, enabling many of them to pull
themselves out of poverty. Our support
for microenterprise needs to be
strengthened, and our resolve and com-
mitment to ensure that we meet the
goals and objectives of microenterprise
fortified.

Two examples were shared recently
by RESULTS with my office. In Ugan-
da a woman borrowed money to invest
in her brick-making company. She was
producing 1,000 bricks, and she bor-
rowed money, and she has now in-
creased it to 5,000 bricks. She uses the
money to school her children, to allow
them to have a better opportunity than
herself.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1890 April 13, 1999
The second example is in El Sal-

vador, a woman borrowed $57 to in-
crease her bread-making business. She
has been so successful she has now
bought out her supplier.

These examples are indeed proof that
this program is a success, not only for
the people it is intended for, but also
their ability to pay back the loans ex-
ceeds that in the private sector.

We must recommit ourselves to en-
suring that 100 million of the world’s
poorest families are afforded the oppor-
tunity that many of us take for grant-
ed, the opportunity to direct and shape
our future by investing our skills, tal-
ents, and energy into building, sus-
taining, and expanding small busi-
nesses.

H.R. 1143 grants that opportunity and
assurance by authorizing grant assist-
ance of $152 million in the fiscal year
2000, $167 million in fiscal year 2001, to
further the development of microenter-
prise in developing countries. This is a
modest investment that can have a
powerful impact on the eradication of
poverty.

Microcredit is not charity, nor is it
big government gone astray, but rath-
er, microcredit is a sound and wise in-
vestment that deserves priority and
protection. Without a focused effort to
empower individuals in the poorest re-
gions of the world, dire poverty will
continue to plague our global commu-
nity, draining our capital resources,
sapping our political will, and destroy-
ing countless human lives worldwide.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this desperately needed leg-
islation.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. BALLENGER) for the pur-
poses of a colloquy.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman,
Section 4(b)5 of the bill states that
‘‘Assistance provided under this sub-
section may only be used to support
microenterprise programs and may not
be used to support programs not di-
rectly related to the purposes described
in paragraph (1).’’

I would ask the gentleman from New
Jersey (Chairman SMITH), do I under-
stand correctly that this language pro-
hibits requirements not directly re-
lated to the enterprise for which credit
is extended from being imposed on a
microcredit beneficiary as a condition
on their eligibility for assistance?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, I
would say to the gentleman that this is
correct.

This colloquy, for the purposes of the
record and for my colleagues, has been
worked out with the gentleman from
New York (Chairman GILMAN) and with
his full concurrence.

The answer to the question is, that is
correct.

Mr. BALLENGER. Requirements not
directly related to the microenterprise
cannot be considered as a factor affect-
ing the amount or terms of the assist-

ance that microcredit applicants are
eligible to receive?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Yes, that
is correct. Funds provided by this bill
may be used only to support micro-
enterprise programs. A requirement
that a microcredit applicant fulfill
some unrelated precondition would
constitute support for something other
than microenterprise programs. Thus,
such requirements are expressly pro-
hibited by section 4(b)5.

Mr. BALLENGER. Thus, to take an
extreme example, a program funded by
this bill could not require that an ap-
plicant be sterilized before she is eligi-
ble for microenterprise assistance?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Yes. Sec-
tion 4(b)5 would prohibit funding of any
program that attempted to impose
such a condition.

Mr. BALLENGER. I thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER),
the vice chairman of the Committee
and the chairman of the Subcommittee
on Asia and the Pacific.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the legislation. I
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH) for yielding me this time.

I am an original cosponsor and
strong supporter of this bill. This Mem-
ber first became familiar with the
microenterprise concept during the
99th Congress. At that time, an organi-
zation known by its acronym of
FINCA, F-I-N-C-A, worked closely with
poverty stricken areas of Latin Amer-
ica and South America. The concept of
microenterprises, I think had not had
much visibility at all on Capitol Hill or
in America until we learned about
FINCA’s good work.

Having since visited numerous devel-
oping countries while serving on the
Committee on International Relations,
this Member can testify to the utter
despair and grinding poverty that is all
too commonplace throughout so much
of the world and to the hope which
microenterprise programs can provide.

Much of the grinding poverty could
be redressed by just a few dollars’
worth of tools and raw materials. In
countries where the average wage may
be no more than 50 cents a day, as lit-
tle as $10 can provide someone with the
reed to make straw mats or leather for
shoes. Just a few dollars can stock a
peddler’s cart and allow him or her to
rise above helpless poverty.

Microenterprise initiatives will not
make anyone rich, but it will pay for
tuition for a child’s basic education or
the cost of a concrete surface to re-
place an old dirt floor, or a pump where
the water is not tainted. Importantly,
microenterprise can provide these
small luxuries, or I would say basic ele-
ments of life, but they come only to

those who are willing to combine these
small loans with hard work.

Recipients of these loans certainly do
work hard. It is reported that recipi-
ents repay the principal within the
first month in many cases, and 95 to 98
percent of recipients repay the loans on
time. Indeed, that repayment rate is
incredibly good as compared to com-
mercial banks’ repayments. It also
serves, I think, as a strong testament
to recipients’ receptivity to these pro-
grams.

The legislation before this body
today gives an important boost to ex-
isting microenterprise programs like
the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh,
where microenterprise has had great
positive effects for a whole generation
of women; or BancoSol, which now has
the largest number of clients of any fi-
nancial institution in Bolivia. This leg-
islation will ensure their survival.

H.R. 1143 sets forth the guidelines to
ensure that the needs of the poorest of
the poor are addressed. One-half of all
microenterprise resources are devoted
to loans of $300 or less.

Importantly, the legislation estab-
lishes a facility specifically devoted to
countries devastated by war or natural
disasters. This is a particularly impor-
tant provision, Mr. Chairman. It means
all is not lost when torrential flooding
destroys an entire economy, as was the
case last year in Bangladesh. It means
that people in war-torn regions can re-
turn home and try to start life anew, as
has been the case in Rwanda and Cam-
bodia.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1143 speaks to
the best part of our collective con-
science. Through this legislation, the
U.S. is offering hope to those who have
no hope, a helping hand to those who
want to make for themselves a better
life.

This Member congratulates the au-
thor of this initiative, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), the
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. It is largely
through his efforts that microenter-
prise has become such an important
part of our foreign assistance efforts.

This Member would also thank the
distinguished gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the ranking
Democrat on the committee, for his
constructive efforts to move this legis-
lation forward.

I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH) for yielding me this
time and for his support of the legisla-
tion.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK).

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman,
first, to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE), sitting in for the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON), I thank her so much for yielding
me the time. I thank the gentleman
from New York (Chairman GILMAN) as
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well as the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), our ranking
member, and the entire committee for
bringing to us such an important bill.

As has been mentioned, whether in
Bangladesh, India, Africa, or some
other country of the world, including
the United States, microcredit, the as-
sistance to small businesses, primarily
women I might add, is the difference
between success and failure in so many
children’s lives.

As has been said earlier, the World
Bank reports that 1.2 billion people in
the world exist on less than $1 a day.
That is 20 percent of the world’s popu-
lation exist on less than $1 per day.

This microenterprise legislation pro-
vides for the children of these families
hope for the future. It provides a way
where their parents, in many cases
women, can have their own businesses,
can earn their own fees and dollars and
then send their children to school to
receive an adequate education.

I commend the subcommittee, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations, and all of
those who brought this bill to the
floor.

I recently returned from overseas and
had another first-hand look at some
very successful microenterprise oper-
ations. They are in fact working. They
are the difference between success and
failure, not only in the woman’s life,
who in many cases is the breadwinner,
is the nurturer of the family, is the
person that instills strength and self-
confidence in children, that one can be
what one wants to be.

It has been reported that microenter-
prise, also the loans are repaid at a
much higher rate than traditional
lending practices; that, not only are
the businesses successful, but the pay-
back in large measure has been paid
back.

So, Mr. Chairman, let us move H.R.
1143 out of this Chamber and to the sig-
nature of the President. It is the dif-
ference between success and failure.
Microenterprising is a tool not only
used in this country but in the poorest
of the poor countries of the world to
say that this is a wonderful world.
When we work together, we can save
many children’s lives and offer them
hope for the future.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the very distinguished
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LEE)
for yielding me this time and for lead-
ing the debate on our side of the aisle
today and for her support for this pro-
gram.

This is a neat, wonderful concept,
and it is something that we can agree
on, which also says a lot as well. We
ought to be looking for more of these
ideas.

It is a testament to the strength of
the human spirit, this program. It has
taught a couple of things. One is that

poor people would much rather that we
give them loans than grants, that we
have confidence in their ability to pay
money back, that all they really need
is a little seed money to get started.

The second thing it teaches us is that
the most underused economic resource
in this world are the women of the
world who have always been doing
most of the work but very seldom have
they ever had any real control, particu-
larly economic control, over their
lives.

So the programs that work are the
ones that go out and find the women in
the villages that know what is going on
and have the fortitude and the deter-
mination to provide for their families
and give them the resources. Boy, the
ideas that they come up with and the
kind of effort that they put into these
little microenterprise efforts, they are
just heartwarming.

It should be known also that these
microenterprise banks charge a lot of
money in interest, a lot of them, more
interest than we would want to pay.
Yet, invariably, the vast majority of
these loans get paid off. It is just unbe-
lievable what people can do with just a
little seed money if given the con-
fidence and the resources.

So I want to thank the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) and the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) and all the oth-
ers on the Republican side and cer-
tainly the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GEJDENSON), our ranking member,
and the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. LEE), and all of the members of
the committee.

We have got a good thing going here.
It costs us very little money. The only
people that seem to have some reluc-
tance about this is the White House. I
read their statement of administration
policy, and I cannot really figure out
what they are trying to say and what
their objection would be. But I am
sorry that they do not get fully behind
this, because they have done a lot to
make microenterprise programs work.
They should have endorsed this piece of
legislation. But I know that they are
going to fully fund it, and they are
going to get behind it, particularly
USAID, and make it work.

We cannot always control the situa-
tions, and we have had some real catas-
trophes that have prevented people in
Third World countries from being able
to pay back their loans. Bangladesh
comes to mind. So we need some provi-
sion to make sure that money is avail-
able. This provides that. It ensures
that there is going to be this revolving
fund available.

This is the right way to do it. We are
institutionalizing it. This is going to
get a unanimous vote, I hope, and it de-
serves one. The people of the Third
World, to take advantage of this, de-
serve the little seed money that this
provides to them.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) for his kind
remarks and also for his acknowledg-
ment and recognition of the com-
petence and the tenacity and the com-
mitment of women to economic devel-
opment and job creation.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman will yield for
just a moment, we men have always
known that; it is just seldom that we
ever admitted it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman from Virginia for coming
out front and talking about it publicly.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting H.R. 1143,
the Microenterprise for Self-Reliance Act of
1999. I support this bill because I have wit-
nessed first-hand the uplifting effects of micro-
credit on the economic and humanitarian con-
ditions of struggling nations around the world.
I have closely monitored its enormously posi-
tive influence on women and ethnic minorities,
those most likely to face discrimination in cre-
ating small businesses and establishing social
support networks in their communities. H.R.
1143 would allow these essential develop-
ments to continue and expand, aiding the sta-
bility of new democracies and enabling all citi-
zens a stake in their future directions.

The microcredit program, more than any
other government initiative, is founded on the
free market ideals central to America’s great-
ness. By providing small amounts of start-up
capital to aspiring entrepreneurs, productive
businesses can be established which, in a col-
lective manner, change society for the better.
For example, when a woman in a small Afri-
can nation borrows a few dollars to set up a
crafts shop, she does far more than better her
family’s financial situation. She may create
employment opportunities for others in her
small community, she may held to break gen-
erations of poverty in her town, she may gen-
erate income that will allow the creation of
even more commerce, she may break down
age-old stereotypes of women’s social roles,
and she may make it possible for untold num-
bers of women to realize the opportunities pro-
vided to her by the blessing of microcredit.

As the distinguished Administrator of the
U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID), J. Brian Atwood, explained: ‘‘Micro-
enterprise is one of our most effective tools to
foster bottom-up growth and to give women an
opportunity to make a place for themselves in
business and in their communities.’’ For only a
minimal investment—few loans exceed $300,
and the return rate is nearly 100 percent—we
can peacefully alter centuries of history, one
entrepreneur at a time.

H.R. 1143 will strengthen this much-needed
program by authorizing increased funds ($152
million in FY 2000 and $167 million in FY
2001) and ensuring that at least 50 percent of
microenterprise resources be used for poverty
lending to the neediest participants in Third
World economies. Furthermore, H.R. 1143
would permanently establish two new provi-
sions in law to govern grants and loans, and
it would create a loan facility inside USAID to
help U.S.-sponsored microfinance institutions
survive natural disasters, civil wars, and na-
tional financial crises.

I applaud these reforms, and I commend
International Relations Committee Chairman
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN and Ranking Member
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SAM GEJDENSON for their hard work in working
out the provisions of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to recognize
the extraordinary commitment of First Lady
Hillary Rodham Clinton to the microenterprise
program. Since the earliest days of the Clinton
Presidency, Mrs. Clinton has used her excep-
tional brilliance and influence to promote this
initiative around the world. Long before other
opinion leaders understood the importance of
targeted microcredit investments, she was pro-
claiming the benefits of this program for
women and families in a host of nations. I
would also like to note the impressive con-
tributions of Administrator Atwood in imple-
menting this essential component of our for-
eign policy.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1143.

Mr. LUTHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of H.R. 1143, the Microenterprise for
Self-Reliance Act of 1999. Microcredit is the
process of providing small loans to very poor
people at commercial interest rates for the
startup or expansion of small business ven-
tures. It has been successful in promoting
economic growth and ending the worst as-
pects of poverty in some of the most destitute
places in the world.

Unfortunately, despite its proven track
record, microcredit has not been utilized to its
full potential. Funding for microcredit within the
U.S. Agency for International Development
has not kept pace with the growing capacity to
lend. Despite the fact that in 1994 USAID set
the goal of directing half of overall microenter-
prise funds to programs serving the poorest
people in loans of $300 or less by the end of
1996, only about 41 percent of these funds
are currently reaching this target population.

The Microenterprise for Self-Reliance Act of
1999 calls for $152 million in fiscal year 2000
and $167 million in fiscal year 2001 and des-
ignates half of all microenterprise funds as
loans of $300 or less for the neediest people
in the world. Along with helping the world’s
poorest people, this legislation increases work
skills and improves the economies of the de-
veloping nations where microcredit initiatives
are in place. Currently, approximately 1.2 bil-
lion people—one fifth of the world popu-
lation—live in extreme poverty. As long as
poverty continues to plague so many millions,
there will be no lasting peace or stability in our
world.

Microcredit is one of the most cost-effective
and successful ways to combat poverty and
help achieve peace. Therefore, I urge my col-
leagues to vote for H.R. 1143.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of this legislation. The concept of
microlending has existed for over two dec-
ades, created by Muhammed Yunus through
the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh. This con-
cept has enjoyed incredible success and has
improved the lives of millions of people, espe-
cially women. The Grameen Bank has inspired
microlending programs in fifty-six other coun-
tries and has been copied by 5,000 inter-
national institutions. In fact, this system has
even been adopted by the Women’s Self-Em-
ployment Project in Chicago to successfully
wean unwed mothers off of welfare.

I am very pleased that the U.S. Congress is
not only condoning U.S. participation in the
microcredit system but expanding and improv-
ing our involvement in these programs with
this legislation. I have seen the incredible im-

pact that a small loan can have on a single
family in the developing world. A short-term
loan of $75 used to be unaccessible for most
people in these countries. However, through
the Grameen Bank and bilateral microcredit
programs, these loans are now available and
becoming more widespread. The reason for
this success and expansion is due to the un-
paralleled rate of repayment. In 1997, the
Grameen Bank had a 94 percent repayment
rate.

Unfortunately, microcredit programs have
been drastically impacted by the recent natural
disasters and financial crises in various re-
gions of the world. However, these events
should not be interpreted as failures in micro-
credit programs, but as opportunities for ex-
panding the program. Farmers in Nicaragua
are in desperate need of a few dollars to re-
plant their crops. Weavers in Thailand have
seen their currency plummet and just need a
small amount of investment to keep their
fledgling businesses stay afloat. While
Grameen Bank loan repayment rates plunged
to 68 percent immediately after the floods in
Bangladesh last year, these rates rebounded
to 88 percent in just a few months. H.R. 1143
will expand these credit programs and pro-
vided the cushion necessary to enable the fi-
nancial institutions and other organizations op-
erating these microcredit programs to help
those that are in the most desperate need.
This legislation provides some of the important
infrastructure programs necessary for many
countries struggling from recent crises to
move from disaster assistance to economic
development.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 1143, the ‘‘Microenterprise for
Self-Reliance Act of 1999.’’ H.R. 1143 would
provide vital assistance in the form of credit
and other financial services to microentre-
preneur programs as part of a global approach
to aiding the world’s poorest individuals.

Many people in this world rely on self-em-
ployment as a necessary means for their liveli-
hood. In this regard, the importance of the role
of microentrepreneurs in our global economy
cannot be overlooked. The general philosophy
of the microenterprise industry is to bring new
sources of income to segments of the popu-
lation where job opportunities are low by pro-
viding small amounts of credit to those whom
have not had access to commercial credit.
Microfinance programs are critical to the fight
against hunger and poverty. Such programs
are a leveraging tool for decreasing depend-
ence on foreign assistance. H.R. 1143 author-
izes grants to support microlending programs
in the amount of $152 million for FY 2000 and
$167 million for FY 2001. Fifty percent of
these funds must be used for loans of $300 or
less.

Last year, the Financial Times reported that
‘‘though Latin American has moved furthest to-
wards the commercialization of microfinance, it
is also commonplace in other developing
countries, and the World Bank estimates that
more than $7 billion of microcredit is out-
standing.’’

A report released by the U.N. last year ac-
knowledges the success of microcredit in Latin
America and Asia. However, the report states
that ‘‘it is not clear if the extent to which micro-
credit has spread, or can potentially spread,
can make a major dent in global poverty.’’ The
report based this conclusion on the assertion
that ‘‘the poorest of the poor’’ are usually ‘‘not

in a position to undertake an economic activity
partly because they lack business skills and
even the motivation for business.’’ While I sup-
port H.R. 1143, I make this point for the pur-
pose of impressing upon this Congress the im-
portance of ensuring that the extension of
funds to poor microentrepreneurs is in reality
contributing to the battle against poverty and
hunger.

Innovative ways of bringing economic vital-
ization to areas of the world that sorely lack
any financial sustainability should be a priority
for any global financial architecture. H.R. 1143
contributes to that strategy and I urge its pas-
sage.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered under the 5-minute rule by
section, and each section shall be con-
sidered read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Microenter-
prise for Self-Reliance Act of 1999’’.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
remainder of the bill be printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the bill

is as follows:
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS OF POL-

ICY.
The Congress makes the following findings

and declarations:
(1) According to the World Bank, more

than 1,200,000,000 people in the developing
world, or one-fifth of the world’s population,
subsist on less than $1 a day.

(2) Over 32,000 of their children die each
day from largely preventable malnutrition
and disease.

(3)(A) Women in poverty generally have
larger work loads and less access to edu-
cational and economic opportunities than
their male counterparts.

(B) Directly aiding the poorest of the poor,
especially women, in the developing world
has a positive effect not only on family in-
comes, but also on child nutrition, health
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and education, as women in particular rein-
vest income in their families.

(4)(A) The poor in the developing world,
particularly women, generally lack stable
employment and social safety nets.

(B) Many turn to self-employment to gen-
erate a substantial portion of their liveli-
hood. In Africa, over 80 percent of employ-
ment is generated in the informal sector of
the self-employed poor.

(C) These poor entrepreneurs are often
trapped in poverty because they cannot ob-
tain credit at reasonable rates to build their
asset base or expand their otherwise viable
self-employment activities.

(D) Many of the poor are forced to pay in-
terest rates as high as 10 percent per day to
money lenders.

(5)(A) The poor are able to expand their in-
comes and their businesses dramatically
when they can access loans at reasonable in-
terest rates.

(B) Through the development of self-sus-
taining microfinance programs, poor people
themselves can lead the fight against hunger
and poverty.

(6)(A) On February 2–4, 1997, a global
Microcredit Summit was held in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, to launch a
plan to expand access to credit for self-em-
ployment and other financial and business
services to 100,000,000 of the world’s poorest
families, especially the women of those fami-
lies, by 2005. While this scale of outreach
may not be achievable in this short time-
frame, the realization of this goal could dra-
matically alter the face of global poverty.

(B) With an average family size of five,
achieving this goal will mean that the bene-
fits of microfinance will thereby reach near-
ly half of the world’s more than 1,000,000,000
absolute poor people.

(7)(A) Nongovernmental organizations,
such as those that comprise the Microenter-
prise Coalition (such as the Grameen Bank
(Bangladesh,) K–REP (Kenya), and networks
such as Accion International, the Founda-
tion for International Community Assist-
ance (FINCA), and the credit union move-
ment) are successful in lending directly to
the very poor.

(B) Microfinance institutions such as
BRAC (Bangladesh), BancoSol (Bolivia),
SEWA Bank (India), and ACEP (Senegal) are
regulated financial institutions that can
raise funds directly from the local and inter-
national capital markets.

(8)(A) Microenterprise institutions not
only reduce poverty, but also reduce the de-
pendency on foreign assistance.

(B) Interest income on the credit portfolio
is used to pay recurring institutional costs,
assuring the long-term sustainability of de-
velopment assistance.

(9) Microfinance institutions leverage for-
eign assistance resources because loans are
recycled, generating new benefits to program
participants.

(10)(A) The development of sustainable
microfinance institutions that provide credit
and training, and mobilize domestic savings,
are critical components to a global strategy
of poverty reduction and broad-based eco-
nomic development.

(B) In the efforts of the United States to
lead the development of a new global finan-
cial architecture, microenterprise should
play a vital role. The recent shocks to inter-
national financial markets demonstrate how
the financial sector can shape the destiny of
nations. Microfinance can serve as a power-
ful tool for building a more inclusive finan-
cial sector which serves the broad majority
of the world’s population including the very
poor and women and thus generate more so-
cial stability and prosperity.

(C) Over the last two decades, the United
States has been a global leader in promoting

the global microenterprise sector, primarily
through its development assistance pro-
grams at the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development. Additionally, the
United States Department of the Treasury
and the Department of State have used their
authority to promote microenterprise in the
development programs of international fi-
nancial institutions and the United Nations.

(11)(A) In 1994, the United States Agency
for International Development launched the
‘‘Microenterprise Initiative’’ in partnership
with the Congress.

(B) The initiative committed to expanding
funding for the microenterprise programs of
the Agency, and set a goal that, by the end
of fiscal year 1996, half of all microenterprise
resources would support programs and insti-
tutions that provide credit to the poorest,
with loans under $300.

(C) In order to achieve the goal of the
microcredit summit, increased investment in
microcredit institutions serving the poorest
will be critical.

(12) Providing the United States share of
the global investment needed to achieve the
goal of the microcredit summit will require
only a small increase in United States fund-
ing for international microcredit programs,
with an increased focus on institutions serv-
ing the poorest.

(13)(A) In order to reach tens of millions of
the poorest with microcredit, it is crucial to
expand and replicate successful microcredit
institutions.

(B) These institutions need assistance in
developing their institutional capacity to ex-
pand their services and tap commercial
sources of capital.

(14) Nongovernmental organizations have
demonstrated competence in developing net-
works of local microfinance institutions and
other assistance delivery mechanisms so
that they reach large numbers of the very
poor, and achieve financial sustainability.

(15) Recognizing that the United States
Agency for International Development has
developed very effective partnerships with
nongovernmental organizations, and that
the Agency will have fewer missions to carry
out its work, the Agency should place pri-
ority on investing in those nongovernmental
network institutions that meet performance
criteria through the central funding mecha-
nisms of the Agency.

(16) By expanding and replicating success-
ful microcredit institutions, it should be pos-
sible to create a global infrastructure to pro-
vide financial services to the world’s poorest
families.

(17)(A) The United States can provide lead-
ership to other bilateral and multilateral de-
velopment agencies as such agencies expand
their support to the microenterprise sector.

(B) The United States should seek to im-
prove coordination among G–7 countries in
the support of the microenterprise sector in
order to leverage the investment of the
United States with that of other donor na-
tions.

(18) Through increased support for micro-
enterprise, especially credit for the poorest,
the United States can continue to play a
leadership role in the global effort to expand
financial services and opportunity to
100,000,000 of the poorest families on the
planet.
SEC. 3. PURPOSES.

The purposes of this Act are—
(1) to make microenterprise development

an important element of United States for-
eign economic policy and assistance;

(2) to provide for the continuation and ex-
pansion of the commitment of the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment to the development of microenterprise
institutions as outlined in its 1994 Micro-
enterprise Initiative;

(3) to support and develop the capacity of
United States and indigenous nongovern-
mental organization intermediaries to pro-
vide credit, savings, training and technical
services to microentrepreneurs;

(4) to increase the amount of assistance de-
voted to credit activities designed to reach
the poorest sector in developing countries,
and to improve the access of the poorest,
particularly women, to microenterprise cred-
it in developing countries; and

(5) to encourage the United States Agency
for International Development to coordinate
microfinance policy, in consultation with
the Department of the Treasury and the De-
partment of State, and to provide global
leadership in promoting microenterprise for
the poorest among bilateral and multilateral
donors.
SEC. 4. MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

GRANT ASSISTANCE.
Chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating the second section 129
(as added by section 4 of the Torture Victims
Relief Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–320)) as
section 130; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 131. MICROENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

GRANT ASSISTANCE.
‘‘(a) FINDINGS AND POLICY.—The Congress

finds and declares that—
‘‘(1) the development of microenterprise is

a vital factor in the stable growth of devel-
oping countries and in the development of
free, open, and equitable international eco-
nomic systems;

‘‘(2) it is therefore in the best interest of
the United States to assist the development
of microenterprises in developing countries;
and

‘‘(3) the support of microenterprise can be
served by programs providing credit, savings,
training, and technical assistance.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION.—(1) In carrying out
this part, the President is authorized to pro-
vide grant assistance for programs to in-
crease the availability of credit and other
services to microenterprises lacking full ac-
cess to capital and training through—

‘‘(A) grants to microfinance institutions
for the purpose of expanding the availability
of credit, savings, and other financial serv-
ices to microentrepreneurs;

‘‘(B) training, technical assistance, and
other support for microenterprises to enable
them to make better use of credit, to better
manage their enterprises, and to increase
their income and build their assets;

‘‘(C) capacity building for microfinance in-
stitutions in order to enable them to better
meet the credit and training needs of micro-
entrepreneurs; and

‘‘(D) policy and regulatory programs at the
country level that improve the environment
for microfinance institutions that serve the
poor and very poor.

‘‘(2) Assistance authorized under paragraph
(1) shall be provided through organizations
that have a capacity to develop and imple-
ment microenterprise programs, including
particularly—

‘‘(A) United States and indigenous private
and voluntary organizations;

‘‘(B) United States and indigenous credit
unions and cooperative organizations;

‘‘(C) other indigenous governmental and
nongovernmental organizations; or

‘‘(D) business development services, includ-
ing indigenous craft programs.

‘‘(3) In carrying out sustainable poverty-fo-
cused programs under paragraph (1), 50 per-
cent of all microenterprise resources shall be
used for direct support of programs under
this subsection through practitioner institu-
tions that provide credit and other financial
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services to the poorest with loans of $300 or
less in 1995 United States dollars and can
cover their costs of credit programs with
revenue from lending activities or that dem-
onstrate the capacity to do so in a reason-
able time period.

‘‘(4) The President should continue support
for central mechanisms and missions that—

‘‘(A) provide technical support for field
missions;

‘‘(B) strengthen the institutional develop-
ment of the intermediary organizations de-
scribed in paragraph (2);

‘‘(C) share information relating to the pro-
vision of assistance authorized under para-
graph (1) between such field missions and
intermediary organizations; and

‘‘(D) support the development of nonprofit
global microfinance networks, including
credit union systems, that—

‘‘(i) are able to deliver very small loans
through a vast grassroots infrastructure
based on market principles; and

‘‘(ii) act as wholesale intermediaries pro-
viding a range of services to microfinance re-
tail institutions, including financing, tech-
nical assistance, capacity building and safe-
ty and soundness accreditation.

‘‘(5) Assistance provided under this sub-
section may only be used to support micro-
enterprise programs and may not be used to
support programs not directly related to the
purposes described in paragraph (1).

‘‘(c) MONITORING SYSTEM.—In order to
maximize the sustainable development im-
pact of the assistance authorized under sub-
section (a)(1), the Administrator of the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment shall establish a monitoring sys-
tem that—

‘‘(1) establishes performance goals for such
assistance and expresses such goals in an ob-
jective and quantifiable form, to the extent
feasible;

‘‘(2) establishes performance indicators to
be used in measuring or assessing the
achievement of the goals and objectives of
such assistance;

‘‘(3) provides a basis for recommendations
for adjustments to such assistance to en-
hance the sustainable development impact of
such assistance, particularly the impact of
such assistance on the very poor, particu-
larly poor women; and

‘‘(4) provides a basis for recommendations
for adjustments to measures for reaching the
poorest of the poor, including proposed legis-
lation containing amendments to improve
paragraph (3).

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) There are authorized

to be appropriated $152,000,000 for fiscal year
2000 and $167,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 to
carry out this section.

‘‘(B) Amounts appropriated pursuant to
the authorization of appropriations under
subparagraph (A) are authorized to remain
available until expended.

‘‘(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraph
(1) are in addition to amounts otherwise
available to carry out this section.’’.
SEC. 5. MICRO- AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DEVEL-

OPMENT CREDITS.
Section 108 of the Foreign Assistance Act

of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151f) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 108. MICRO- AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DE-

VELOPMENT CREDITS.
‘‘(a) FINDINGS AND POLICY.—The Congress

finds and declares that—
‘‘(1) the development of micro- and small

enterprises are a vital factor in the stable
growth of de- veloping countries and in the
development and stability of a free, open,
and equitable international economic sys-
tem; and

‘‘(2) it is, therefore, in the best interests of
the United States to assist the development
of the enterprises of the poor in developing
countries and to engage the United States
private sector in that process.

‘‘(b) PROGRAM.—To carry out the policy set
forth in subsection (a), the President is au-
thorized to provide assistance to increase the
availability of credit to micro- and small en-
terprises lacking full access to credit, in-
cluding through—

‘‘(1) loans and guarantees to credit institu-
tions for the purpose of expanding the avail-
ability of credit to micro- and small enter-
prises;

‘‘(2) training programs for lenders in order
to enable them to better meet the credit
needs of microentrepreneurs; and

‘‘(3) training programs for microentre-
preneurs in order to enable them to make
better use of credit and to better manage
their enterprises.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—The Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development shall establish cri-
teria for determining which entities de-
scribed in subsection (b) are eligible to carry
out activities, with respect to micro- and
small enterprises, assisted under this sec-
tion. Such criteria may include the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(1) The extent to which the recipients of
credit from the entity do not have access to
the local formal financial sector.

‘‘(2) The extent to which the recipients of
credit from the entity are among the poorest
people in the country.

‘‘(3) The extent to which the entity is ori-
ented toward working directly with poor
women.

‘‘(4) The extent to which the entity recov-
ers its cost of lending to the poor.

‘‘(5) The extent to which the entity imple-
ments a plan to become financially sustain-
able.

‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—Assistance
provided under this section may only be used
to support micro- and small enterprise pro-
grams and may not be used to support pro-
grams not directly related to the purposes
described in subsection (b).

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) There are authorized

to be appropriated $1,500,000 for each of the
fiscal years 2000 and 2001 to carry out this
section.

‘‘(B) Amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under subparagraph (A) shall be
made available for the subsidy cost, as de-
fined in section 502(5) of the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990, for activities under this
section.

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—There are
authorized to be appropriated $500,000 for
each of the fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for the
cost of administrative expenses in carrying
out this section.

‘‘(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under this sub-
section are in addition to amounts otherwise
available to carry out this section.’’.
SEC. 6. MICROFINANCE LOAN FACILITY.

Chapter 1 of part 1 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), as
amended by this Act, is further amended by
adding the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 132. UNITED STATES MICROFINANCE LOAN

FACILITY.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Administrator

of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development is authorized to estab-
lish a United States Microfinance Loan Fa-
cility (hereinafter in this section referred to
as the ‘Facility’) to pool and manage the
risk from natural disasters, war or civil con-
flict, national financial crisis, or short-term
financial movements that threaten the long-

term development of United States-sup-
ported microfinance institutions.

‘‘(b) SUPERVISORY BOARD OF THE FACIL-
ITY.—(1) The Facility shall be supervised by
a board composed of the following represent-
atives appointed by the President not later
than 180 days after the date of the enactment
of Microenterprise for Self-Reliance Act of
1999:

‘‘(A) 1 representative from the Department
of the Treasury.

‘‘(B) 1 representative from the Department
of State.

‘‘(C) 1 representative from the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment.

‘‘(D)(i) 2 United States citizens from
United States nongovernmental organiza-
tions that operate United States-sponsored
microfinance activities.

‘‘(ii) Individuals described in clause (i)
shall be appointed for a term of 2 years.

‘‘(2) The Administrator of the United
States Agency for International Develop-
ment or his designee shall serve as Chairman
and an additional voting member of the
board.

‘‘(c) DISBURSEMENTS.—(1) The board shall
make disbursements from the Facility to
United States-sponsored microfinance insti-
tutions to prevent the bankruptcy of such
institutions caused by (A) natural disasters,
(B) national wars or civil conflict, and (C)
national financial crisis or other short term
financial movements that threaten the long-
term development of United States-sup-
ported microfinance institutions. Such dis-
bursements shall be made as concessional
loans that are repaid maintaining the real
value of the loan to microfinance institu-
tions that demonstrate the capacity to re-
sume self-sustained operations within a rea-
sonable time period. The Facility shall pro-
vide for loan losses with each loan disbursed.

‘‘(2) During each of the fiscal years 2001
and 2002, funds may not be made available
from the Facility until 15 days after notifica-
tion of the availability has been provided to
the congressional committees specified in
section 634A of this Act in accordance with
the procedures applicable to reprogramming
notifications under that section.

‘‘(d) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after
the date on which the last representative to
the board is appointed pursuant to sub-
section (b), the chairman of the board shall
prepare and submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report on the poli-
cies, rules, and regulations of the Facility.

‘‘(e) FUNDING.—(1) Not more than $5,000,000
of amounts made available to carry out sec-
tions 103 through 106 of this Act for each of
the fiscal years 2000 and 2001 may be made
available to carry out this section for each
such fiscal year.

‘‘(2) Amounts made available under para-
graph (1) are in addition to amounts avail-
able under other provisions of law to carry
out this section.

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional
committees’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign
Relations of the Senate.

‘‘(2) UNITED STATES-SUPPORTED MICRO-
FINANCE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘United
States-supported microfinance institution’
means a financial intermediary that has re-
ceived funds made available under this Act
for fiscal year 1980 and each subsequent fis-
cal year.’’.
SEC. 7. REPORT RELATING TO FUTURE DEVELOP-

MENT OF MICROFINANCE INSTITU-
TIONS.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the
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President, in consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, the Secretary of
State, and the Secretary of the Treasury,
shall prepare and transmit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report on
the most cost-effective methods for increas-
ing the access of poor people to credit, other
financial services, and related training.

(b) CONTENTS.—The report described in sub-
section (a)—

(1) should include how the President, in
consultation with the Administrator of the
United States Agency for International De-
velopment, the Secretary of State, and the
Secretary of the Treasury, will jointly de-
velop a comprehensive strategy for advanc-
ing the global microenterprise sector in a
way that maintains market principles while
assuring that the very poor, particularly
women, obtain access to financial services;
and

(2) shall provide guidelines and rec-
ommendations for—

(A) instruments to assist microenterprise
networks to develop multi-country and re-
gional microlending programs;

(B) technical assistance to foreign govern-
ments, foreign central banks and regulatory
entities to improve the policy environment
for microfinance institutions, and to
strengthen the capacity of supervisory bod-
ies to supervise microcredit institutions;

(C) the potential for federal chartering of
United States-based international micro-
finance network institutions, including pro-
posed legislation;

(D) instruments to increase investor con-
fidence in microcredit institutions which
would strengthen the long-term financial po-
sition of the microcredit institutions and at-
tract capital from private sector entities and
individuals, such as a rating system for
microcredit institutions and local credit bu-
reaus;

(E) an agenda for integrating microfinance
into United States foreign policy initiatives
seeking to develop and strengthen the global
finance sector; and

(F) innovative instruments to attract
funds from the capital markets, such as in-
struments for leveraging funds from the
local commercial banking sector, and the
securitization of microloan portfolios.

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’
means the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the
Senate.
SEC. 8. UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTER-

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT AS GLOB-
AL LEADER AND COORDINATOR OF
BILATERAL AND MULTILATERAL
MICROENTERPRISE ASSISTANCE AC-
TIVITIES.

(a) FINDINGS AND POLICY.—The Congress
finds and declares that—

(1) the United States can provide leader-
ship to other bilateral and multilateral de-
velopment agencies as such agencies expand
their support to the microenterprise sector;
and

(2) the United States should seek to im-
prove coordination among G-7 countries in
the support of the microenterprise sector in
order to leverage the investment of the
United States with that of other donor na-
tions.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) the Administrator of the United States
Agency for International Development and
the Secretary of State should seek to sup-
port and strengthen the effectiveness of
microfinance activities in United Nations
agencies, such as the International Fund for

Agricultural Development (IFAD) and the
United Nations Development Program
(UNDP), which have provided key leadership
in developing the microenterprise sector;
and

(2) the Secretary of the Treasury should in-
struct each United States Executive Director
of the Multilateral Development Banks
(MDBs) to advocate the development of a co-
herent and coordinated strategy to support
the microenterprise sector and an increase of
multilateral resource flows for the purposes
of building microenterprise retail and whole-
sale intermediaries.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF NEW
JERSEY

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of New

Jersey:
Page 3, beginning on line 22, strike ‘‘While

this scale’’ and all that follows through line
25.

Page 17, line 15, strike ‘‘part 1’’ and insert
‘‘part I’’.

Page 19, line 2, strike ‘‘, and’’ and insert ‘‘,
or’’.

Page 19, after line 16, insert the following:
‘‘(d) GENERAL PROVISIONS.—
‘‘(1) POLICY PROVISIONS.—In providing the

credit assistance authorized by this section,
the board should apply, as appropriate, the
policy provisions in this part applicable to
development assistance activities.

‘‘(2) DEFAULT AND PROCUREMENT PROVI-
SIONS.—

‘‘(A) DEFAULT PROVISION.—The provisions
of section 620(q) of this Act, or any com-
parable provisions of law, shall not be con-
strued to prohibit assistance to a country in
the event that a private sector recipient of
assistance furnished under this section is in
default in its payment to the United States
for the period specified in such section.

‘‘(B) PROCUREMENT PROVISION.—Assistance
may be provided under this section without
regard to section 604(a) of this Act.

‘‘(3) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF CREDIT AS-
SISTANCE.—(A) Credit assistance provided
under this section shall be offered on such
terms and conditions, including fees charged,
as the board may determine.

‘‘(B) The principal amount of loans made
or guaranteed under this section in any fis-
cal year, with respect to any single bor-
rower, may not exceed $30,000,000.

‘‘(C) No payment may be made under any
guarantee issued under this section for any
loss arising out of fraud or misrepresenta-
tion for which the party seeking payment is
responsible.

‘‘(4) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT.—All guaran-
tees issued under this section shall con-
stitute obligations, in accordance with the
terms of such guarantees, of the United
States of America and the full faith and
credit of the United States of America is
hereby pledged for the full payment and per-
formance of such obligations to the extent of
the guarantee.

Page 19, line 17, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert
‘‘(e)’’.

Page 19, strike line 23 and all that follows
through line 5 on page 20 and insert the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(f) FUNDING.—(1)(A) Of the amounts made
available to carry out this part for each of
the fiscal years 2000 and 2001, up to $5,000,000
may be made available for—

‘‘(i) the subsidy cost, as defined in section
502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990, to carry out this section; and

‘‘(ii) subject to subparagraph (B), the cost
of administrative expenses to carry out this
section.

‘‘(B) Of the amount made available under
subparagraph (A) to carry out this section
for a fiscal year, not more than $500,000 may
be made available for administrative ex-
penses under subparagraph (A)(ii).

‘‘(2) Amounts made available under para-
graph (1) are in addition to amounts avail-
able under any other provision of law to
carry out this section.

Page 20, line 6, strike ‘‘(f)’’ and insert
‘‘(g)’’.

Page 20, line 16, strike ‘‘and each’’ and in-
sert ‘‘or any’’.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (during the
reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-

man, this is an amendment that was
crafted in conjunction with the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON) and the administration to fund
the microfinance loan facility.

The amendment provides that up to
$5 million may be used to leverage up
to $30 million to rescue a U.S.-sup-
ported microenterprise institution
whose financial situation has been un-
dermined by natural catastrophes or
other events out of the control of that
institution.

We have seen key microfinance insti-
tutions undermined in Bangladesh and
Central America where it is hard to
run a bank after all your clients have
been killed or made homeless by a
flood or by a hurricane. With the ad
hoc rescue packages we have assembled
in the past, we have been able to not
only prevent the collapse of U.S.-
backed microfinance institutions, but
to turn them into lending agents of the
recovery process, especially in Hon-
duras.

This amendment would help create a
microfinance loan facility to ensure
that we no longer have to put together
ad hoc packages to rescue such institu-
tions. I think it is a good amendment,
and I hope it has the full support of the
Chamber.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other

amendments?
If not, under the rule, the Committee

rises.

b 1245

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky) having assumed
the chair, Mr. EWING, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 1143) to establish a
program to provide assistance for pro-
grams of credit and other financial
services for microenterprises in devel-
oping countries, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
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136, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the amendment.
The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed

and read a third time, and was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on H.R. 1143, the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 1:15 p.m.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 47
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until approximately 1:15 p.m.
f

b 1337

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EVERETT) at 1 o’clock and
37 minutes p.m.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today in the order in which that
motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: H.R. 46 by the yeas and nays,
and H.Con.Res. 35 by the yeas and nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for the electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.
f

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER MEDAL
OF VALOR ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 46.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 46, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 412, nays 2,
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 81]

YEAS—412

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon

Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich

Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi

Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton

Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin

Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—2

Paul Sanford

NOT VOTING—19

Aderholt
Armey
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Carson
Cooksey
Davis (IL)

DeLay
DeMint
Goss
Hastings (FL)
Hoekstra
Lantos
Largent

Oberstar
Rangel
Taylor (NC)
Tierney
Wexler
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 81,

I was inadvertently detained. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EVERETT). Pursuant to the provisions
of clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a min-
imum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice may be taken on the additional
motion to suspend the rules on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.
f

CONGRATULATING QATAR FOR
COMMITMENT TO DEMOCRATIC
IDEALS AND WOMEN’S SUF-
FRAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the
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concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 35,
as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN) that the House suspend
the rules and agree to the concurrent
resolution, H. Con. Res. 35, as amended,
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

This is a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 418, nays 0,
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 82]

YEAS—418

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey

Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez

Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren

Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne

Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—15

Aderholt
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Carson
Davis (IL)

DeMint
Goode
Hastings (FL)
Hoekstra
Lantos

Largent
Oberstar
Rangel
Tierney
Wexler
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the concurrent resolution, as amended,
was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EVERETT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BLUMENAUER addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DEAL of Georgia addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the time
previously allotted to the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

HEARTBROKEN FAREWELL TO
JOYCE CHIANG

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
truly heartbroken today to rise to say
a final farewell to my friend and
former staff member, Joyce Chiang.

On January 9, Joyce vanished from
her neighborhood. On April 1, she was
found on the shore of the Potomac
River in southern Fairfax County.
Word yesterday of positive identifica-
tion brought an end to the long vigil
kept by her friends and family, and
brought an end to the hope that we
would see her bright smile once again.

Joyce was born in Chicago, but she
lived in California, and she was a Cali-
fornia girl. Bright, beautiful, smart as
a whip, she volunteered as an intern in
my Los Angeles office when she was
still a teenager.

In 1990, while a student at Smith Col-
lege, she spent January in my Wash-
ington office as an LBJ intern. At the
end of the month, she had to rush back
to Smith, because she was Senate Fi-
nance Committee Chair of the Smith
College Student Government Associa-
tion, and she had to plan for budget
season. In her senior year, Joyce’s fel-
low students elected her to be presi-
dent of their student body.

Last year, as my daughter was decid-
ing where she might want to go to col-
lege, she sought Joyce’s advice and, as
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a result, she is today a student at
Joyce’s alma mater, Smith College at
Northhampton, Massachusetts.

Joyce graduated from Smith in 1992
and showed up in my office looking for
a day job so she could go to law school
at night at Georgetown University. I
was delighted to give her that job,
knowing the benefit was more mine
than hers.

True to form, she was a wonderful
friend and staffer. In the years from
1992 until 1995, she advanced in respon-
sibility until she became my expert ad-
visor on immigration law. That exper-
tise led the INS to offer her a job as a
special assistant to the Director of the
Office of Congressional Relations.

Upon her completion of law school,
she transferred to the INS office of
General Counsel where she was pri-
marily responsible for coordinating and
directing the myriad of activities re-
quired to implement the 1996 Immigra-
tion Act.

Joyce was not only hardworking,
bright, and selfless, her personality
was so engaging that she literally lit
up any room she entered. She was both
within and without a beautiful person.
That I had the opportunity to know her
and work with her will always be a
memory of great joy to me.

I cherished her friendship as I do that
of her two brothers, Roger and John,
and her mother, Judy. I know that
they have found some consolation in
learning just how many people loved
their daughter and sister. Hundreds of
her friends from Smith College, from
Capitol Hill, from the INS, from
Georgetown Law School, and from her
community and neighborhoods came
together to search for her, to stand
vigil in both Washington and Los Ange-
les, and to pray for her and her family.

I send to Roger, John and Mrs.
Chiang my deepest sympathy and love,
and pray that they will find comfort in
knowing the full extent to which
Joyce’s life fit the words of the Proph-
et Micah: ‘‘What doth the Lord require
of thee, but to do justice, to love mercy
and to walk humbly with thy God?’’
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)
f

SUPPORT MILITARY PERSONNEL
WHO SACRIFICE THEIR LIVES
FOR OUR NATION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, we as a Congress and as a na-
tion are very concerned about the cur-
rent conflict in the Balkans. It is sad
that too many times we do not think of
our military or address the problems
they face until they are called to duty.
Only then are we reminded of the crit-
ical role they play in defending this
great country and our interests.

Like so many of my colleagues, I do
appreciate and value the service of our
Nation’s armed forces, whether at war
or at peace. In the Third District of
North Carolina, which I am proud to
represent, we are fortunate enough to
have four military bases.

I have had the opportunity to spend
many hours meeting privately, off
base, with dozens of military pilots,
commanders, and enlisted personnel.
These men and women will tell us what
many of my colleagues will, our mili-
tary’s quality of life is far below what
it should be. In fact, low pay levels
have forced almost 12,000 of our en-
listed military families to accept food
stamps to survive.

Mr. Speaker, this is unacceptable. A
junior enlisted soldier at an E1 rank re-
ceives approximately $11,500 in basic
pay for his service in addition to a
housing allowance. But, Mr. Speaker,
this same soldier also pays over $3,000
in taxes on that salary.

These are the men and women called
upon to defend this Nation. They are
placed in harm’s way to protect the
freedoms my colleagues and I enjoy
every day. How can we expect our
troops to focus on, or successfully com-
plete, their missions if they are wor-
ried about their husbands, wives, and
children back home that are struggling
to put food on the table?

Our troops accept the ultimate re-
sponsibility. They sacrifice their lives
for this country, and they accept it
voluntarily. Yet, despite the critical
job they undertake, many are paid so
little they are forced to take on second
jobs. Many others are left to rely on
government assistance to feed their
families.

Last month, I introduced a bill to
provide our enlisted military families
who are eligible for food stamps with a
$500 tax credit. It should not take a
conflict like that in Kosovo to remind
us of the important part our armed
services play in protecting the free-
doms of this Nation, but it often does.

Now, as we turn on the evening news
and can see our military in action,
Congress has an excellent opportunity
to show its support for our Nation’s
troops and work to address the needs of
our military. While this $500 tax credit
cannot alone guarantee military fami-
lies will not have to receive food
stamps, it can, together with the an-
ticipated increase in basic pay, help
show our support and appreciation for
our men and women in uniform.

Mr. Speaker, I am thankful for the
amount of encouragement we have al-

ready received in the House for this
bill. But I will be asking each and
every one of my colleagues from both
parties to join me in support of this ef-
fort. Now is the best time to show our
military that we value their job and
their sacrifice.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
supporting our military families and
join me in supporting H.R. 1055.

God bless our troops, Mr. Speaker,
and God bless America.
f

CHINESE ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
want to bring to the House’s attention
again a continuing problem with Chi-
nese illegal immigration in Guam.

This past Tuesday, on April 6, 82 were
apprehended while preparing to come
on shore. On Wednesday, April 7, nine
more Chinese illegal immigrants were
discovered by a U.S. naval vessel whose
permits to work on Saipan in the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Marianas
Islands, had expired, and they had de-
cided to try their luck on Guam and
boarded a small 18-foot boat bound for
Guam.

On Friday, April 9, 93 illegal immi-
grants were apprehended as their boat
ran aground on a reef off of Ritidian
Point.

On Sunday, April 11, 38 suspected il-
legal immigrants, including two
women, were caught off of Agat where
they arrived on the dilapidated wooden
boat.

The number of apprehended Chinese
illegal immigrants in Guam caught
since January of this year is now up to
473. On a per capita basis, this would be
like 5,000 illegal immigrants washing
up on the shores of Florida.

A couple of weeks ago, I informed
this body about the criminal and inhu-
mane ramifications of this wave of ille-
gal immigrants into Guam. The Chi-
nese are smuggled by crime syndicates
which charge them anywhere from
$10,000 to $30,000 each. They set sail in
squalid quarters and are sometimes
abused by their smugglers. They travel
over the open seas for over 20 days.

Upon successfully completing the
trip, they are made indentured serv-
ants and have to pay off their debt to
the smugglers who brought them to the
U.S.

With the arrival this week of almost
200 illegal immigrants, we see the rise
of other factors in Guam. Guam is un-
dergoing current economic crisis
caused by the Asian downturn, and we
have no basis upon which to deal with
them. Yet the INS has gone bankrupt
and refuses to house these illegal im-
migrants and refuses to process them
into the United States mainland be-
cause they have no funds.

So the Government of Guam has
taken on the responsibility to house
these illegal immigrants at a cost of
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$97 a day in facilities now holding over
400 occupants when they were designed
to hold only about 150.

Unlike other areas inside the U.S.
mainland, Guam does not have large
charitable organizations capable of
handling these people. Another factor
has been the environmental cost of the
waves of illegal immigrants. The ship
which ran into the reef on Friday has
leaked fuel into Guam’s waters, dam-
aging the reef and killing other marine
life.

According to the INS officer in
charge on Guam, Mr. David Johnston,
the waves of illegal immigrants will
not stop unless some action is taken
immediately. What I have suggested
through H.R. 945 is to change the INA
in order not to allow or narrow the gap
for claiming political asylum in Guam.

What these Chinese syndicates do is
use the political asylum claim on
Guam in order to further their efforts
and to profit from human misery and
then bring them into the U.S.

Another thing that we must do is
that there is currently a proposal in
the White House which has not seen
complete fruition, and that is to form
an interagency task force to deal with
issues of insular areas. This is a crit-
ical need. It is important that the
White House immediately, sometime
this week, convene an interagency task
force meeting involving the Depart-
ment of Justice, the Department of
Transportation with the Coast Guard,
the Department of Defense and the De-
partment of State in order to address
this crisis in Guam.
f

U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN KOSOVO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, last
evening I indicated that I would be
back to finish today what I started yes-
terday as to why I introduced legisla-
tion that calls on the Congress to be
full partners when we determine which
civil war we will enter or which we will
not. That certainly is the responsi-
bility of the Congress.
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My legislation basically says that no
DOD money can be used to send ground
troops into Kosovo unless approved by
the Congress of the United States.

Now, it is right to condemn Milosevic
for driving ethnic Albanians out of
Kosovo, particularly after the bombing
began. And, of course, unfortunately,
at the same time, as I mentioned yes-
terday, we play up to China.

Now, Yugoslavia has 114,000 military
and they are the size of Kentucky.
China is the size of the United States
and they have 2.8 million military.
They have another reserve of 1.2 mil-
lion. They are the worst human rights
violators in the world. Their own sta-
tistics indicate that they execute more
in 1 year than all of the rest of the

countries in the world, and yet we play
up to them. We know that they send
nuclear and chemical arms to rogue na-
tions that we have to deal with.

Again, I hear a lot of people in the
well now supporting this issue who
were not here when 1.8 million Suda-
nese found death through either star-
vation or because of execution. What
was the difference? Where were we
then? Who was here in the well claim-
ing that somehow or other we should
enter that civil war? What about 2.6
million refugees in Afghanistan at the
present time, and the other 1.5 million
who the Afghan government has dis-
located? Who is crying about our in-
volvement there or whether we should
be involved?

As I indicated yesterday, when the
administration came before us and said
we are going into Bosnia for a year, I
asked what are we going to do in a
year? It began in the 4th Century, the
problems in the Balkans. It began in
the 4th Century with the fall of the
Roman Empire. It was exacerbated in
the 10th Century with the rise of the
Ottoman Empire. What will we do in a
year to undo all the hatred that has
been built through all of those cen-
turies? And of course the answer, as we
now know it, is nothing. Four years
later and $7 billion later we are still
there.

And when the White House came be-
fore us and said we are going into Haiti
for a year, I said this will be the 11th
time; the last time we were there 15
years. What will we do differently this
time? The answer is nothing, because
again we are still there and still spend-
ing the money of our taxpayers.

I got to the point where I talked
about apples and oranges because peo-
ple like to somehow or other say this
has something to do with Hitler and
Nazi Germany. That is nonsense. It has
nothing to do with that at all. There is
no correlation at all.

What happened at that particular
time is the free world did the same stu-
pid thing we do always. After a war, we
melt down our defenses. We sat there
and we watched Germany build the
largest war machine anyone could ever
imagine. And so when poor old Cham-
berlain has to go and try to do a little
negotiating to buy time, we blame him
as an appeaser. What else could he have
done?

We saw a big military buildup in Ger-
many not with the idea of staying
within Germany, of course, but with
the idea of moving all over the con-
tinent, and perhaps all over the world.
So there are no similarities in that
particular situation.

It is important that we as a Congress
be part of this decision-making process
when we decide that we are going to
enter someone’s civil war. Why? Num-
ber one, the draft. We positively have
to come with the draft. We have spread
our forces so thin that the Secretary of
the Army last week was out recruiting
on his own, trying to get people to join,
because we have depleted our forces

dramatically. So we better be involved
because the draft will be an issue.

We better be involved because body
bags will be coming back. We better be
involved because, as someone said in an
article this weekend, an all-volunteer
army is dangerous. It is dangerous be-
cause it is used very quickly without
much thought. Yes, I am concerned
about three GIs. I am also very con-
cerned that GIs would have been where
they were. What kind of planning was
that? I am also concerned about our
raining bombs and missiles on trains
carrying passengers who have nothing
against us and have not participated in
the efforts going on in Kosovo at the
present time.

So, again, I call on my colleagues.
Join with me and merely say that the
Congress of the United States has to be
very much involved when we determine
which civil war is to our interest and
our security and which is not. We will
be making decisions, and draft will be
one of those decisions, and that will
change public opinion dramatically.
f

RECOGNITION OF DISTINGUISHED
U.S. VETERAN JOE P. POE, JR.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EVERETT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to call to the attention of the
Congress a distinguished United States
veteran by the name of Joe Poe from
Dunn, North Carolina.

As our Nation focuses on the mission
of our men and women in uniform in
Yugoslavia and other parts of the
world, I rise to pay tribute to one who
has already served. Joe, his wife
Marilyn, and their children suffer from
undiagnosed Gulf War related illnesses.

Joe served in the United States Army
for 20 years before retiring in 1992. His
assignments have included serving in
the 82nd Airborne and the 101st Air-
borne Divisions, as a drill sergeant in
Panama in Operation Just Cause. He
also served in support of joint special
operations, and as a team sergeant for
a forward surgical team in Operations
Desert Storm and Desert Shield.

During his career, one of Joe’s great-
est contributions was helping write and
implement the Army’s doctrine on for-
ward surgical teams. He is the recipi-
ent of the Bronze Star, the Meritorious
Service Medal, Army Commendation
Medal, Armed Forces Expeditionary
Medal, and other high honors, decora-
tions and badges.

The Gulf War should have been Joe’s
last battle, but it was not to be. Fol-
lowing his service, Joe began to experi-
ence disabling side effects as a result of
his service in the Persian Gulf. Six
years later, and thanks to the deter-
mination of Joe, his family and the ef-
forts of Kate Darwin, a dedicated social
worker on my staff, Joe became des-
ignated as 100 percent disabled and be-
came one of the first acknowledged



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1900 April 13, 1999
cases of Gulf War related illnesses by
the United States Department of De-
fense. I am grateful to Kate and com-
mend her for her tireless efforts bat-
tling the Federal bureaucracy on be-
half of Joe and other veterans.

Even though his speech has slowed
considerably now, the whole world lis-
tens to Joe Poe. He spends countless
hours on the internet contacting other
Gulf War veterans and lawmakers to
organize them to support Gulf War vet-
erans and their causes.

Late last year, with limited time re-
maining in the legislative session, Joe
and other North Carolina veterans ar-
rived in Washington to press law-
makers to pass legislation on behalf of
Gulf War Veterans. As a result of their
efforts, H.R. 4035, the Drugs and In-
formed Consent Act, and H.R. 4036, the
Persian Gulf Veterans Health Act were
passed, thanks to Joe and his boundless
determination and his continuous ef-
fort.

I learned things from this. Never un-
derestimate Joe Poe and never under-
estimate the unshakable will of the
human spirit.

Mr. Speaker, I provide for the
RECORD an article dated September 30,
1997, from the Daily Record of Dunn,
North Carolina, on Joe Poe.
ONCE FIGHTING FOR COUNTRY, NOW FIGHTING

FOR HIS LIFE

JOE POE WORKS EVERY DAY TO FIND ANSWERS
FOR HIM AND OTHERS ABOUT WHAT HAS
CAUSED HIS GULF WAR ILLNESS.

(By Andy Rackley)
Talk with Dunn’s Joe Poe and it is easy to

understand why so many people have rallied
around him and feed off his determination.

Visit with Mr. Poe for more than 10 min-
utes and it is also easy to see why friends,
family members and casual acquaintances
call him an unsung hero.

Mr. Poe, a 20-year retired Army veteran,
was once the lean, mean fighting machine
which invokes the spirit of the elite soldiers
in the U.S. Army. He tells of numerous mili-
tary stories with a fire in his eye which
keeps even the non-interested drawn into his
tales.

However, the final few years of Mr. Poe’s
service saw him journey to what he thought
would be his final battle—less than a year
before his retirement—on the desert basin of
the Persian Gulf.

Mr. Poe was team sergeant for a forward
surgical team during the Gulf War. There
were only two such teams. The team was
part of a doctrine in which Mr. Poe’s bril-
liant mind helped design.

NOW USES CANE

Now, a little more than six years after Mr.
Poe’s participation in the Gulf War, Mr.
Poe’s mind is still beaming with brilliance,
however, it has slowed somewhat.

The soldier which used to walk several
clicks (kilometer) in an hour with a 60-pound
rucksack on his back, now has to walk with
the use of a cane and can barely support his
own weight. The man who helped rewrite the
Army’s doctrine on forward surgical teams,
now takes about 30 minutes to type a para-
graph on a computer. Regardless of the ob-
stacle and the limitations caused by his ill-
ness, he gives a smile and carries on in his
fight.

According to Mr. Poe and his family, he
has Gulf War illness. He has been poked and
prodded by numerous hospitals from Fay-

etteville to Winston-Salem to Washington,
D.C. The prognosis is always different. And
the prognosis is never Gulf War Syndrome.
He suffers from numerous symptoms like mi-
graines, memory loss, concentration prob-
lems, balance, speech, vision-loss and others.

Though frustrated sometimes to tears over
the government’s attitude toward he and
other veterans’ suffering from an unknown
illness, Mr. Poe still arrives at work early in
the mornings—except when he just can’t
seem to make it in—at the family’s business.
American Artisans on South Clinton Avenue
in Dunn. Though he is no longer able to work
with the business, he goes there and digs in
for a daily battle of researching information
on Gulf War illness, developing and linking
numerous veterans groups across the state
and nation, and being a support link for
other veterans.

DEAD ANIMALS FOUND

He is uncertain of how he contracted the
disease, but he does tell frightening stories
of his time spent in the Gulf War to include
dead animals being found near his camp and
mysterious colored clouds. Mr. Poe was near
the ammunition depot where Iraqi chemical
weapons were destroyed.

He said there were more than 1,600 other
reports of mysteriously dead animals. ‘‘DoD
(Department of Defense) said the animals
died from a natural occurrence of anthrax,’’
he said. ‘‘Maybe one or two or maybe a herd,
but not 1,600 different reports of animals
dead and the flies on them dead, too. It had
to be something more.’’

He also tells of multiple detections of
nerve agents by several units near his camp
to include his unit. Mr. Poe was one of the
people who gave a report to DoD about the
detection of nerve agents. Mr. Poe and his
three teammates all suffer from some type of
illness.

According to Mr. Poe’s wife Marilyn, her
husband was already sick by the time he re-
turned from the Gulf. ‘‘We—the children and
I—knew something was wrong He had nu-
merous problems and symptoms which you
could not define as to one sickness. Every-
thing was steady and in slow progression
until 1995 when Joe’s speech became dra-
matically affected, he had trouble walking
and just getting around. And he has contin-
ued to get worse,’’ she said.

FAMILY SHOWING SYMPTOMS

Mrs. Poe and the children have also began
to feel signs of the sickness. Mrs. Poe has
come down with multiple sclerosis and the
children are having problems with their
joints. These are the biggest concerns Mr.
Poe has. Is his sickness affecting those
around him? He has limited his time spent
with others in church or eating out with the
family because of his fears and concern for
others.

‘‘We just want answers,’’ Mrs. Poe said. ‘‘I
think a lot of the doctors we’ve seen are also
frustrated. A lot of them don’t know what is
going on or how to help. And those who may
know something in the Veterans’ hospital
may not be able to help because of higher au-
thorities. We just want help before it is too
late.’’

Mr. Poe doesn’t have an answer to the ill-
ness facing he and fellow veterans, but every
day he adds another piece of information to
his Gulf War illness collection. Other vet-
erans say Mr. Poe’s fight each day is a huge
step for all Gulf War veterans.

One of those people who call Mr. Poe a
hero is his wife. ‘‘One thing about Joe is that
he has always done things for the benefit of
others whether it was his role as a husband,
his role as a father or soldier. He always
gave it his all and then some. What amazes
me is that even with his situation, he is still
thinking of others.’’

FIGHTING FOR OTHERS

Mike Ange, another local veteran affected
with Gulf War Illness, said Mr. Poe is defi-
nitely a modern-day hero. ‘‘He has a tremen-
dous medical problem that nobody really
knows how to fight. Despite that, he gets up
every day and spends most of the day fight-
ing not just for himself, but for others as
well.’’

Larry Perry, spokesperson for the Desert
Storm Veterans of the Carolinas Associa-
tion, echoes those remarks. ‘‘Joe puts unbe-
lievable amounts of time and energy into
this fight. It takes guys like Joe to win this
thing. His fight, I hope, will one day lead us
to victory.’’

Mrs. Poe said their fight has been solidified
by the great community they live in. ‘‘I
can’t say enough about Dunn. The people be-
lieve in Joe’s fight and they are very sup-
portive. People like those at First Baptist
Church who have gone above and beyond
what is normally expected. And U.S. Rep.
Bob Etheridge who stands behind Joe and
other veterans,’’ she said.

The Poes have sent their blood off to be
tested for mycoplasmal infections at the In-
stitute for Molecular Medicine in Irvine, CA.
However, the testing procedure has been put
on hold until funds can be raised to continue
research. The testing of veterans’ blood by
the medical institute is not financially-sup-
ported by the Department of Defense. The
Poe’s blood samples are two of 500 waiting to
be sampled. Out of the 500 samples, 200 of
those are from North Carolina.

Mr. Poe and other veterans plan to hold
annual meetings to help disseminate up-to-
date information on Gulf War Illness.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN).

SAVE SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago we balanced
the budget for the first time in 29
years. Now we must meet our next
great challenges, making sure that So-
cial Security and Medicare are there
for our children and our grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, I like tax cuts, I like
them as much as the next person, that
is why I voted for $95 billion worth of
tax cuts in the 1997 Balanced Budget
Act. But with Social Security and
Medicare set to go broke in the years
2034 and 2015 respectively, it should go
without saying that fixing Social Secu-
rity and Medicare should have first pri-
ority over any more tax cuts.

Mr. Speaker, with due respect, my
colleagues on the Republican side of
the aisle have put together a budget
that does not put one penny toward ex-
tending the life of either Social Secu-
rity or Medicare. Instead, in my judg-
ment, my good friends on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle are ready to
squander $780 billion worth of our sur-
plus on open-ended irresponsible tax
cuts.

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment we
ought to save Social Security and
Medicare first before we spend any
more of the surplus on any more tax
cuts.
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TRIBUTE TO OUTSTANDING PUB-

LIC SERVANT, DR. PHILLIP
GORDEN, DIRECTOR OF NIDDK
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to take a moment this afternoon to
praise a truly outstanding public serv-
ant of the Federal Government, some-
one who has contributed to healthier
lives for literally millions of Ameri-
cans. I speak of Dr. Phillip Gorden,
who is stepping down this year after 13
years as head of the National Institute
of Diabetes and Digestive and Kidney
Diseases.

As a member of the appropriations
subcommittee which funds the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, I have had
the opportunity to work with Dr.
Gorden for the past 5 years. He is one
of the Nation’s preeminent health care
professionals, and I am proud to say he
is a fellow Mississippian. Dr. Gorden’s
hometown of Baldwin, Mississippi, is in
my congressional district, and I know
he maintains close ties to his Mis-
sissippi roots. As a matter of fact, Mr.
Speaker, he and I are among the few
people in Washington, D.C. who sub-
scribe to the Baldwin News, a small but
very informative weekly newspaper in
North Mississippi.

After earning an undergraduate de-
gree from Vanderbilt University and
then graduating from the Vanderbilt
School of Medicine, Dr. Gorden com-
pleted residency and a fellowship at
Yale University before joining the NIH
back in 1966. He began his career as a
senior investigator in the clinical en-
docrinology branch at the NIDDK and
later became its clinical director. He
assumed the position of NIDDK direc-
tor in 1986.

I share the strong interest Dr.
Gorden has in supporting the NIH’s
mission to acquire new knowledge to
prevent and treat disease and dis-
ability. I have seen firsthand the re-
sults of his commitment to this impor-
tant mission. Dr. Gorden’s effective
leadership has led the institute to
great advances in fighting some of the
most chronic and debilitating diseases
which afflict the American people.

On his watch, Dr. Gorden has seen
the National Institute of Diabetes and
Digestive and Kidney Diseases grow to
become the fifth largest NIH institute,
with a budget expected to top $1 billion
when NIDDK celebrates its 50th anni-
versary next year.

The institute’s research efforts have
brought breakthrough discoveries in
the prevention and treatment of diabe-
tes, digestive ailments, nutritional dis-
orders, diseases of the kidney,
urological tract and blood.

In his final testimony before our sub-
committee this year, Dr. Gorden ex-
pressed great optimism about the pros-
pects for the NIDDK as it prepares for
the 21st Century. He said we are on the
brink of enormous clinical progress and
pointed to extraordinary research mo-

mentum propelling us toward major
medical advances. His leadership has
been a key factor in making these ad-
vances possible.

Though he will soon leave as head of
the institute, Dr. Gorden has charted
an ambitious and steady course for the
NIDDK as it begins both a new century
and its second 50 years of service to the
Nation.

Mr. Speaker, it is appropriate for us
to recognize outstanding public serv-
ants for a job well done. Our thanks
today go to Dr. Phillip Gorden for his
lifetime commitment to improving the
quality of life for his fellow citizens.
Millions of Americans are living
healthier lives as a result of the re-
search Dr. Gorden and his colleagues
have done and continue to do at NIH.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

EXPRESSION OF SORROW AT
TRAGIC DEATH OF JOYCE CHIANG

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, like the
distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BERMAN) who spoke before
me, and like the distinguished gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. LOIS
CAPPS) who will speak after me, I rise
to express sorrow at the tragic death
and to commemorate the short but in-
spirational life of Joyce Chiang.

b 1445

On January 9, Joyce was last seen in
Dupont Circle, and she was not seen
thereafter. A body was discovered on
April 1, and yesterday that body was
positively identified as being Joyce.

Joyce lived a life of public service
and public involvement, starting with
her involvement with the student body
government at Smith College, where
she served as student body president,
continuing here in the House of Rep-
resentatives on the staff of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN),
and continuing to her service at the
INS, where she spearheaded the imple-
mentation of the 1996 immigration bill.

Joyce never stopped contributing,
never stopped involvement in public
life. And Joyce was an incredible
human being to all who knew her. As
everyone who I have talked to says,
and we all say the same thing, she lit
up a room every time she walked in.

Those who knew Joyce were not sur-
prised at what was an incredible and
unprecedented outpouring from her
friends when she became missing. I par-
ticipated in the first of many vigils for
Joyce held at Dupont Circle, and hun-
dreds showed up to express their con-

cern and their love of Joyce. And al-
most immediately, posters of Joyce ap-
peared all over the City of Washington,
urging people to contact authorities if
they had any knowledge of her where-
abouts.

Not only her friends, but also and es-
pecially her family missed and worried
about Joyce. Her family endured with
courage and religious faith the
unendurable 3 months knowing that
their sister, their daughter was miss-
ing.

Our heart goes out to her brother
Robert, in Texas, and her brother
Roger, who lives here in the District of
Columbia and who spent so much time
publicizing Joyce’s absence in the hope
that someone would be able to identify
Joyce’s whereabouts, hopefully to help
us find her, help the authorities find
her during her life.

And I am proud to represent and my
heart goes out to two residents of the
San Fernando Valley, her mother
Judy, who has spent so long and prayed
so hard for Joyce, and especially to my
very close friend, my successor in
State government and Joyce’s brother,
John, who has lived through with his
family what I just cannot imagine liv-
ing through, 3 months of Joyce’s ab-
sence.

Joyce will be remembered by so
many. She was an inspiration to so
many, and she will be missed by so
many.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from California (Mr.
SHERMAN) for yielding.

And with our mutual colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN), I simply want to join on this sad
day to remember Joyce Chiang and
send my most heartfelt condolences to
her family and her many friends, her
friends particularly here on Capitol
Hill.

As the mother of two grown daugh-
ters, I can only imagine the suffering
of this family, and the anguish, over
the past 3 months. I realize that mere
words can be of little consolation at a
time like this, but I do hope that the
warm memories and very fond recollec-
tions that Joyce inspired will provide
some comfort over time.

I did not know Joyce like my col-
leagues, but I feel connected to her
through her brother Roger, who has
been the family’s courageous public
voice over these past several weeks.
And Roger is from my family, that is,
the University of California at Santa
Barbara family. He was a student of
my husband Walter, an active UCSB
alumnus, and is a close friend of many
of the young people who worked for
Walter and work with me.

To Roger and to the countless others
who loved Joyce, my heart is with
them today.
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KOSOVO REFUGEES: AN EXODUS

OF BIBLICAL PROPORTIONS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

EVERETT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, an exodus
from Kosovo of biblical proportions is
taking place. Thousands upon thou-
sands of refugees stream across the
border 24 hours a day.

There was a newspaper headline in
Europe that said ‘‘Europe’s turn in the
killing fields.’’ That writer must have
seen what I saw, a catastrophe that
should have been anticipated. Ethnic
Albanian refugees from Kosovo are now
paying a heavy price for this poor judg-
ment.

I just returned from a 4-day visit to
the Balkans. I went to focus on human-
itarian conditions and the massive
numbers of refugees flooding out of
Kosovo each day. I traveled to Kukes
and Morina on the Kosovo-Albania bor-
der. And when I left, an estimated
270,000 to 300,000 refugees had crossed
the border.

The scene there is heart-wrenching.
Our first introduction was the stench,
the overpowering smell of urine and
feces from refugees with no place to go
to the bathroom. In many places the
ground was covered with feces. It will
not be long before disease breaks out,
especially among the people who are
already dehydrated, malnourished, and
sick. Four cases of measles had been
confirmed as of last Tuesday.

Refugees are everywhere, camped on
hillsides, along the road, in parks and
plazas, and in parking lots. Most arrive
as an extended family in carts and
trailers being pulled by farm tractors
or, in some cases, by horses. Some ar-
rive in cars, but many are on foot, an
unending procession of people who had
been threatened; and many have been
separated from their families.

Everyone had a bad story. There is no
need to document the reports, but
every report was different: ‘‘I lost my
husband.’’ ‘‘I lost my wife.’’ ‘‘I lost my
son.’’ ‘‘I lost my daughter.’’ And we
should now have people documenting
that for a war crimes trial but also for
history.

The country of Albania has re-
sponded admirably to this entire crisis.
It is a poor country but it has opened
up its heart and its homes. Still, in
spite of the tremendous effort of people
on the scene, the refugee situation is
still a disaster. The Clinton adminis-
tration, the international community,
and NATO were ill prepared to deal
with this crisis they should have an-
ticipated. The information was there,
but those who decided the course of
events, particularly the Clinton admin-
istration, did not listen.

People on the ground in Kosovo be-
fore the bombing campaign began
warned that the Serbs could begin to
brutalize ethnic Albanians.

Some comments and suggestions:
The brutality has been taking place

for too long. Serbian President

Milosevic is the father of the Kosovo
tragedy, as he was in Bosnia and even
before. Beginning in the fall of 1991,
when Serbs shelled and bombed and
laid siege to Vukovar, he has continued
this pattern of destruction. This is just
another chapter.

Two, Milosevic is an evil man who
has directly caused nearly a decade of
terror and killing. Nine Serb generals
have just been warned that they may
be named as war criminals. Should
Milosevic head the list? And the an-
swer is ‘‘yes.’’

Three, there is a life-and-death crisis
in Albania. President Clinton should
immediately send a high-level delega-
tion of NSC, State Department, and
Defense to go on the scene, people who
can make decisions.

Four, massive amounts of infrastruc-
ture supplies and communications
equipment are needed at the border,
along with people to assemble and op-
erate.

Five, there is a huge shortage of food
and people are starving today. But
once the influx of refugees ends, the
problem of sustaining them for a
longer period is no less critical.

Six, refugees report that a vast num-
ber of houses and buildings and infra-
structures have been destroyed. Every
family said, ‘‘My house had been
burned.’’ ‘‘My house had been de-
stroyed.’’ We need to help them re-
build, and that will take a long time
for them to return.

Seven, it is doubtful that Kosovo can
ever again be part of the Yugoslav Fed-
eration. It will take a long time to im-
plement workable solutions. In time,
Albanians will tire of having to deal
with the refugees who infringe upon
their normal life. Most Kosovo refugees
have no documentation, no identity
cards, no medical history, no records.
This will take a long time to recon-
struct. And everyone I spoke to said
they want to go home.

Lastly, we must do everything pos-
sible to help the suffering refugees.
These victims of war have lost their
homes, their livelihoods, and in many
cases their identities. Additionally,
having witnessed firsthand their strug-
gle to survive and having seen their
fear and their tears, I believe our coun-
try, the United States of America, and
NATO’s resolve with our partners must
be to stop once and for all the brutality
of Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the following report of our
visit to Albania:
REPORT BY U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FRANK R.

WOLF OF VIRGINIA, VISIT TO ALBANIA: REFU-
GEES—AN EXODUS OF BIBLICAL PROPOR-
TIONS, APRIL 4–7, 1999
This report provides details of my trip to

Albania on April 4–7, 1999. I met briefly with
Albanian leaders in Tirana and spent the
bulk of my time at the Kosovo-Albanian bor-
der near Morina and the nearby town of
Kukes. Thousands upon thousands of refu-
gees streamed across the border, 24 hours a
day. They desperately need lifesaving care
now and will require sustaining aid for a
long time until all the problems resolving

around Kosovo are solved, and they can once
again return home.

An exodus from Kosovo of biblical propor-
tions is taking place, I saw a newspaper
headline yesterday, ‘‘Europe’s turn in the
killing fields.’’ That writer must have seen
what I saw, a catastrophe that should have
been anticipated. Ethnic Albanian refugees
from Kosovo are now paying a heavy price
for this poor judgment.

I just returned from a four-day visit to Al-
bania—my second since mid-February. I
went this time to focus on humanitarian
conditions and needs with tens of thousands
of refugees streaming across the border from
Kosovo each day.

By the time we left on Wednesday, an esti-
mated 270,000–300,000 refugees had cross the
border from Kosovo. They have added about
10 percent to the Albanian population in a
matter of only a few days.

We arrived in Tirana on Eastern Sunday
courtesy of Americares—one of the many
non-governmental organizations (NGO’s)
saving lives, delivering food, water, blan-
kets, medicine and other items desperately
needed in large quantities.

Our airplane, a Belgian Air Force C–130
Hercules, seconded to Americares, was load-
ed with baby food, flour, and other emer-
gency supplies. About 20 passengers were on
board, mostly print and TV journalists and
Americares staff and volunteers. A few NBC
people from the TODAY show were there. We
crowded in amid relief supplies, wherever
there was room to sit.

The Tirana airport is just beginning to
come alive with relief supplies and equip-
ment arriving from many nations. U.S. Air
Force personnel, with their positive attitude
and ‘‘can do’’ spirit, have set up a tent city
to get the planes off-loaded and the goods
dispersed. They are doing a great job, and
planes do not linger on the ground.

We left Tirana very early the next morning
for Kukes, a northern Albania town nearest
the border crossing. It is a drive of six to
nine hours or more, depending on traffic,
weather and luck. We travelled with
USAID’s Disaster Response Team (DART)
which was going to assess and coordinate re-
lief efforts.

It is the only road to Kukes. It is the only
road available to transport relief supplies to
Kukes. It is the only road for newly arriving
refugees to travel out of Kukes to the vil-
lages, towns and cities throughout Albania
where they will stay, or be moved to other
countries.

It is a treacherous road—a dangerous road
through mountains and valleys with steep
drop-offs of hundreds of feet. It is barely two
lanes wide with no barriers to prevent going
over the edge. The roadway is dotted with
flower adorned memorials to earlier acci-
dents and fatalities.

We bounced from pothole to pothole
around tight S curves, dodging traffic going
in both directions. Worse, the roadbed in a
number of places is being undercut by the
passage of heavy trucks. Chunks of road are
just falling off. As more and more relief
trucks make the trip, the roadway may dete-
riorate to the point where it is impassable.

Officials are looking at creating an airstrip
near Kukes capable of handling up to C–130
Hercules aircraft. They need to hurry.

In Kukes we joined with Catholic Relief
Services (CRS). Like other NGO’s, CRS is
doing a remarkable job with what they have
to work with. The overall relief effort was
late in getting started, is slow in coming up
to speed and, thus far, is overwhelmed by the
vast number of refugees.

Our first introduction to the area was the
stench—the overpowering smell of urine and
feces from the enormous numbers of refugees
with no place to go to the bathroom. In
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many places, the ground was covered with
feces. It won’t be long before disease breaks
out under these conditions, especially among
people who are already dehydrated, malnour-
ished and sick. Four cases of measles had
been confirmed by Tuesday and the NGO’s
were trying to arrange a massive inoculation
program.

The number of people in Kukes was star-
tling. This is a town of 23,000 inhabitants
which is growing by tens of thousands each
day. About 30,000 refugees are estimated to
cross the border every day, 24 hours a day.
Only about 15,000 to 20,000 refugees are trans-
ported from Kukes daily to other places. The
population continues to swell. The most
common estimates are that about 80,000 refu-
gees were in Kukes on Tuesday and Wednes-
day.

They are everywhere, camped on hillsides,
along the road, in parks and plazas, and in
parking lots. Most arrive as an extended
family in trailers being pulled along by trac-
tors, or in some cases, by horse. Some arrive
in cars, but many are on foot. Their only
possessions are carried on their back. Our
time at the Morina border crossing was an
overpowering, emotional experience. We saw
an unending procession of people and fami-
lies, each with a horrific story to tell. Many
had been travelling for days under constant
threat of being harmed or killed by Serb mi-
litia.

Perhaps just reaching the border was an
emotional release for them. There were
many more women, children and elderly
than younger men. Tears were streaming
down their faces—many sobbed uncontrol-
lably. We had an interpreter and the tales
they told were chilling.

An 18-year-old boy from the village of Blac
was randomly pulled out of line and shot to
death—in front of his mother and family.
They wouldn’t even let his mother kiss him
goodbye.

An elderly paralyzed woman was given 10
minutes to leave her home. There wasn’t
even time to get her medicine. As they
moved away, the family home was set afire—
blazing behind them.

Everyone has a story. Most have had their
homes destroyed. There is a need to docu-
ment these reports while they are still fresh,
not only for war crimes, but for history as
well.

The refugees have little food, water, shel-
ter, sanitation or medical care. We went
with a CRS feeding mission on Monday
night. It was scheduled after dark to keep
the hungry people from seeing what was
going on and getting out of hand at food dis-
tribution points. But it didn’t work. As soon
as the distributors showed up, starving peo-
ple began clamoring and struggling for food.
The trucks were overwhelmed and had to
speed away to keep people from being in-
jured. Police were helping as much as they
could but they are too few. We saw indi-
vidual policemen on duty for 24 hours
straight. Many Albanian families, and espe-
cially some in Kukes, were warm, welcoming
and generous. Many opened their homes to
refugees they did not know and had no ear-
lier connection with.

I visited two apartments in Kukes to see
for myself. In one, the residents vacated
their two-room apartment so that a Kosovar
family of 17 could have a place to stay. The
grandfather was blind and just sat facing a
wall. There was a baby girl, just weeks or
perhaps a few months old. They had been a
thriving family in Kosovo, but now have
nothing, not even an idea of what the future
holds.

In the next two-room flat, 10 refugees
stayed in one room and 17 in the other. The
host Kukes residents stayed with them, all
sleeping on the floor.

Albania is a poor country in wealth, but
rich in generosity.

We also sat in on a coordinating meeting of
NGO’s who are struggling to cope, many
themselves on the edge of exhaustion and
sickness. The room was filled with coughing
and sneezing—respiratory cases about to
happen.

The talk was of how to provide the most
help. Who could do what? Who could best
ease the shortfall of supplies? The overall
conclusion was one of inadequacy, of being
overwhelmed, of having too little to share
among too many. And the talk was espe-
cially about poor logistics and communica-
tions.

The refugees situation in Albania, in spite
of the tremendous effort of people on the
scene, is a disaster. I think the Clinton ad-
ministration, the international community
and NATO were ill-prepared to deal with this
crisis they should have anticipated. The in-
formation was there, but those who decided
the course of events, particularly the Clinton
administration, did not listen.

Satellite imagery could detect the large
lines of refugees forming along the way to
the borders, but this information has not
been available to the United Nations High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) with
overall coordinating responsibility.

People on the ground in Kosovo before the
bombing began warned of the possibility that
Serbs would begin to brutalize ethnic Alba-
nians. I visited Kosovo in February, a few
days before Rambouillet talks broke down
ending hope for a truce with NATO peace-
keepers in Kosovo. Many Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE),
UNHCR and NGO representatives and dip-
lomats predicted then that ethnic Albanians
would be attacked before NATO troops could
arrive. In Kosovo, nearly every Serb family
is armed, not with Saturday-night specials,
but with Kalishnakov automatic rifles. The
Serbs Army and Police are heavily armed,
too. Real concern existed that, hidden from
western observers, helpless and unprotected
ethnic Albanians would be brutalized. That
is exactly what happened. Had this been an-
ticipated by decision-makers, measures to
provide relief and the basis for survival of
refugees could have been put in motion.
Shiploads, and caches of relief supplies then
could have been positioned nearby.

Even now, when it is clear that enormous
problems exist, too little is being done.
There is much talk of providing for the long
run. But people are dying today. Massive
amounts of life-giving supplies are needed
now.

I would like to close with a few comments
and recommendations.

1. This brutality has been taking place for
too long. Serbian President Milosevic is the
father of the Kosovo tragedy as he was in
Bosnia and even before. Beginning in the fall
of 1991 when Serbs shelled, bombed and laid
siege to Vukovar, Croatia, Milosevic has con-
tinued a pattern of destruction. Kosovo is
just the latest chapter.

2. Milosevic is an evil man who has di-
rectly caused nearly a decade of terror, kill-
ing and destruction. Nine Serb generals have
just been warned that they may be named as
war criminals for their actions in Kosovo.
Shouldn’t Milosevic head the list?

3. There is a life and death crisis in Alba-
nia. President Clinton should immediately
send high level people from the National Se-
curity Council, State and defense depart-
ment—people who can make decisions on the
scene—to the border crossings in Kukes. A
decision-maker/policy person has yet to visit
there. And that’s where you have to go to see
what is really happening. Too many visitors
stop briefly in Tirana and quickly move on,
thinking they know what is taking place.

They don’t. Today, the refugee problem is
hemorrhaging at the border. That’s where
the compress now needs to be applied. Once
the influx of refugees ends, and they are
placed throughout Albania, the same
amounts of massive help and support must
be re-targeted to provide long-term assist-
ance.

4. Massive amounts of infrastructure sup-
plies and communications equipment are
needed at the border along with people to as-
semble and operate them. It is not enough to
ship a load of tents. People to erect them,
dig toilets and purify water must be there as
well. Equipment alone is insufficient. Opera-
tors and technicians must be there, too.
When refugees stop coming to the border,
these needs will continue throughout Alba-
nia where massive numbers of refugees will
be housed.

5. There is a huge shortage of food, and
people are starving today. Once the influx of
refugees ends, the problem of sustaining
them for a longer period will be no less crit-
ical. Albania can’t feed itself. Food is the
country’s largest component of imports. Al-
bania is going to need help.

6. Albania also has difficulty maintaining
law and order, even in Tirana. In many re-
mote areas, police protection is non-exist-
ent. Unemployment is very high, and there is
no capacity to provide work and economic
sufficiency for refugees. The Albanian gov-
ernment will need to be propped up and the
economy improved.

7. Refugees report that a vast number of
houses, buildings and infrastructure have
been destroyed in Kosovo. Rebuilding will
take a long time and care for refugees must
be worked out while this take place.

8. Little is known about the refugee situa-
tion in Montenegro, but it will undoubtedly
add to the overall problem.

9. It is doubtful that Kosovo can ever again
be a pat of the Yugoslav federation. It will
take a long time to implement workable so-
lution. In time, Albanians will tire of having
Kosovo refugees to deal with and infringe
upon normal life. Most Kosovo refugees have
not documentation, no identity cards, med-
ical histories or necessary records. Even the
license plates were ripped from cars as they
crossed the border. This, too, will take time
to reconstruct.

10. And lastly, let me say a word about the
press. Without their coverage as refugees
began to pile up, it would have taken even
longer to recognize the crisis at hand. The
press has done a good job of telling the world
what is happening and in mobilizing people
to come to the aid of hundreds of thousands
of the neediest people. Members of the press
should be proud of their work.

f

STILTSVILLE: A COMMUNITY OF
STRUCTURES IN SOUTH FLORIDA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, a
writer in one of our hometown news-
papers once said that ‘‘Miami is two
parallel universes of life on water and
life on land.’’ She was describing
Stiltsville, a community of structures
located approximately 1 mile south of
Key Biscayne, Florida, part of the Con-
gressional district that I am proud to
represent.

It is difficult to describe in words the
picturesque and peaceful view that the
homes supported by stilts looming
above the water makes against the
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Florida skyline. Stiltsville began in
the 1940s with the Quarterdeck Club, a
beautiful locale featured in Life maga-
zine for its unique architecture and lo-
cation on the northernmost extreme of
pristine Biscayne National Park.

By 1960, at least 25 structures existed
which represented distinctive architec-
tural facades with brightly colored
wood frame buildings resting on steel
foundations. Stiltsville served for
many years as the backdrop for many
television shows, movies, books, and
advertisements, including the long-
running television show ‘‘Miami Vice.’’
It has been a favorite of movie makers,
of boaters, and tourists alike because
of its unique features and its frame
against the Miami skyline. Unfortu-
nately, due to the hurricanes that
often plague our south Florida shores,
only seven of the original 25 structures
remain intact today.

Stiltsville homes are privately owned
and represent no cost at all to the
Florida taxpayers. These seven remain-
ing structures have now been equipped
with especially engineered features
which have been adapted to meet the
rigors of a hurricane-prone area.

The remaining seven homes provide
not only aesthetic beauty for the land-
scape but a haven for fish and other sea
life that inhabit the area. For boaters
and fishermen, Stiltsville is often used
as a navigational guide and as a shelter
for many during storms.

For Floridians, Stiltsville symbolizes
the Miami of yesterday and the Miami
of today. In fact, Florida governors
since Governor Leroy Collins have
spent time at Stiltsville. Many of our
local civic and charity groups have
used these homes, including the Boy
Scouts, Girl Scouts, the Miami Cham-
ber of Commerce, and the Rotary Club,
just to name a few.

For many of our cities across our Na-
tion, there are local historical sites
that give our cities character and that
make them unique. For south Florida,
Stiltsville is one of those places that
gives our community flavor and keeps
us linked to the history of our great
State.

It is unfortunate, however, that in
spite of the historical and cultural
symbolism that Stiltsville holds for all
of Florida, it is looking at the possi-
bility of being demolished by the Na-
tional Park Service. Its current lease
with Biscayne National Park expires
on July 1 of this year, and a recent pe-
tition for national historic designation
was denied even though Stiltsville is
regularly a part of the South Florida
Historical Association Tours.

The Dade Heritage Trust, which is
Miami-Dade County’s largest historic
preservation society, has worked for al-
most 30 years to preserve landmarks
that enrich the texture of our city’s
present and future, and the benchmark
used by the Dade Heritage Trust for
judging structures to be historic is 50
years. Yet an exception has been made
for Stiltsville because the members
know that the colorful origins of the

community itself dating back to the
1930s and 1940s make it a wonderful
component of Miami history.

Even the State Historic Preservation
Officer of Florida has supported a Na-
tional Register nomination for
Stiltsville. According to noted histo-
rian Arva Moore Parks, Stiltsville is a
very fragile piece of history worthy of
salvage. And certainly many of us in
south Florida share that sentiment.

In our district, with the help of doz-
ens of local organizations, such as Save
Old Stiltsville, the Florida Department
of State, the University of Miami, and
the Greater Miami Chamber of Com-
merce, we have begun an effort to en-
sure that Stiltsville will remain a part
of Miami’s history and that future gen-
erations will be able to enjoy the beau-
ty that Stiltsville adds to Biscayne
Bay.
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Together, we hope to make this
dream a very real part of south Florida
and our State and our country for
years and generations to come.
f

FORMER SPEAKER GINGRICH VIN-
DICATED—BUT NO ONE KNOWS
IT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EVERETT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
come to correct the record, for a politi-
cally motivated injustice. It is titled
‘‘Newt Gingrich Vindicated, But No
One Knows It,’’ by Brent Bozell. I
would like to read and summarize this
article for the RECORD on an issue of
basic justice.

‘‘The judgement is in. After 31⁄2 years
of investigation, the Internal Revenue
Service has cleared Newt Gingrich and
his allied nonprofit groups of any viola-
tion of tax laws in the controversy over
his television history course, ‘Renew-
ing American Civilization.’

‘‘So after having run countless news
reports highlighting the accusations
that ultimately forced Newt Gingrich
to pay $300,000 in fines,’’ did the media
correct the record?

I would like to let my colleagues,
maybe for the first time, understand
and know what Newt Gingrich was
about. In our Republican Conference,
the then Speaker, Newt Gingrich, and
his lawyers met with the entire con-
ference. They said that he would be ex-
onerated 100 percent in this. There was
no chance of him being found guilty.
But it would take one or more years of
court trials and dragging the Repub-
lican Party through this event. The
Speaker stood up and said, ‘‘I am not
going to do this, because we are focus-
ing on a balanced budget, on saving
Medicare, on having welfare reform,
and having tax relief. And if I go
through this court case and don’t give
the Democrats their pound of flesh by
paying this fine, then we will not have

a balanced budget or save Medicare or
have welfare reform.’’ And he agreed to
pay that fine. That is the kind of a gen-
tleman Newt Gingrich was.

Do you think that the news media
after this was announced did anything
or said one word? Let me quote from
the article again.

‘‘ABC, CBS and NBC devoted exactly
zero seconds to Newt Gingrich’s vindi-
cation. Only CNN’s Brooks Jackson
filed a TV report, on the early-evening
show ‘Inside Politics.’

‘‘He then showed old footage of
Democrats David Bonior of Michigan,
in which he said, ‘Mr. Gingrich engaged
in a pattern of tax fraud,’ and John
Lewis of Georgia, ‘We now have a
Speaker under investigation for lying
to the outside counsel investigating his
involvement in a massive tax fraud.’

‘‘Jackson quoted from the IRS deci-
sion: ‘The (Gingrich ‘‘Renewing Amer-
ican Civilization’’) course taught prin-
ciples from American civilization that
could be used by each American in ev-
eryday life, whether the person is a
welfare recipient, the head of a large
corporation or a politician. The course
was not biased toward particular poli-
ticians or a particular party. The facts
show the class was much more than a
political platform.’ Of course, that was
clear to anyone who watched the
course.’’

And I quote from Mr. Gingrich: I urge
my colleagues, the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS), the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR), ‘‘I urge my colleagues to go
back and read their statements and
watch how they said them with no
facts, based on nothing more than a de-
sire, and I quote, to politically destroy
a colleague.’’

The article continues. ‘‘But the dam-
age wasn’t done simply by devious poli-
ticians. It was done by the media itself.
National Public Radio reporter Mara
Liasson justified the event by saying
that he only did what Newt Gingrich
did to Jim Wright. ‘Bonior learned his
lesson from him,’ she said.

‘‘To appreciate the media’s antag-
onism—then, now and probably for-
ever—toward Newt Gingrich, compare
their treatment of him with their cov-
erage of a real crook, Webster Hubbell.
They roasted Newt when he was
charged and then ignored him when he
was cleared. Hubbell was celebrated
when he was cleared of tax evasion
charges filed by Ken Starr, but when a
Federal court reinstated the charges on
appeal, the networks aired no coverage.

‘‘Let’s get this straight. Webster
Hubbell embezzled half a million dol-
lars from his law firm partners in Ar-
kansas. After he resigned from the Jus-
tice Department in disgrace, the Presi-
dent’s friends paid him almost another
million dollars for, quote, supposed
jobs that asked for no work, money he
pays next to zero taxes on.’’

I would ask my colleagues to take a
look at what they said in this well, and
I would ask them to apologize publicly
and in writing to the Speaker.
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THE FOLLY OF COMMITTING
GROUND TROOPS TO KOSOVO

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, as we
approach the decision to send ground
troops into the war in Kosovo, it is im-
portant for us to look at the historical
events surrounding that particular
area and to then look at the request
that is being made, that will probably
be made for this Congress to approve in
some fashion or other, a request from
the administration to commit Amer-
ican troops to this folly.

During the break, I was given an ar-
ticle that I found quite sobering, from
an individual in my district. The title
of the article is ‘‘Serbia: The lesson of
Army Group E.’’ It came off of the net,
World Net Daily, Friday, March 26. The
author, a gentleman by the name of
Joel A. Ruth. And I quote from this ar-
ticle because I think it needs to be
widely read and widely heard, again, as
we approach this potential decision to
send American troops in. It says:

Before we engage the Serbs in a limited
war over Kosovo, it would be wise to review
the experiences of the 22 German divisions
that were committed to stamping out Serb
resistance between 1941 and 1945. While the
Germans also had the help of 200,000 Cro-
atian, Slovenian and Bosnian Moslem volun-
teer auxiliaries, they still could not do the
job, and with a combined army of over 700,000
men willing to commit atrocities that the
United States and her allies would never
contemplate in this, quote, civilized day and
age.

In the end, and without direct Allied help,
the Serbs succeeded, through extreme human
sacrifice and one of the bloodiest partisan
wars ever fought in history, in recapturing
over half their country by the time the war
had ended on all the other fronts.

Army Group E surrendered to the Serbs
and was subsequently force-marched the
length and width of Serbia without food
until every German soldier had dropped dead
by the wayside.

The fate of the Croatian Slovenians and
Moslems who had helped the Germans was
mass murder; all prisoners were taken, shot
and clubbed or tortured to death and dumped
in mass graves. Over one half million sol-
diers and their families were thus
exterminated by the Serbs, over 1 million
murdered if one counts the victims of the
German Army Group E.

After the war the Serbs under Marshal
Tito were determined that no outside aggres-
sor would ever enjoy an advantage in occu-
pying any part of Serbia ever again. There-
fore, for the next 40 years, a massive system
of underground defenses were constructed
deep under the mountains, atomic bomb-
proof and capable of maintaining a million-
man army underground for several years
while guerilla warfare would rage against
any future aggressors. These underground fa-
cilities contain massive quantities of muni-
tions, field hospitals, food stocks, fuel and
consist of thousands of miles of tunnels
which can enable a guerilla force to strike
and vanish to safety during bombing and ar-
tillery strikes.

Believe me, if the Germans who utilized
the most brutal tactics could not subdue the
Serbs in 5 years when they did not possess

such a defensive infrastructure, how much
harder is it going to be now that they have
spent 50 years in preparing for the next in-
vaders?

The article goes on to claim that any
attempt on the part of NATO and this
administration to participate in any
such venture would be just as full of
folly and certainly would be just as
bloody. And the idea that we can bomb
Milosevic into submission is, of course,
if you are taking this at face value, if
the information supplied in this par-
ticular article is correct, then that the-
ory, that strategy, is idiotic.

For if there is such a system of cav-
erns and caves within Serbia where a
million men could be housed and prob-
ably are being housed even at the
present time, then how can we possibly
expect to really cripple him through
any amount of bombing that we can
possibly do? It will, of course, take
armed forces on the ground, and it will,
of course, turn into the same sort of
bloody situation that preceded us there
some 50 years ago.

So I ask my colleagues once again to
reconsider, when we are asked to com-
mit American forces to this area, that
we consider the lessons of history as it
is so often difficult for us to under-
stand. But it is important for us to re-
alize that history does repeat itself,
that this is a bad place for us to be
with no particular reason for us to be
there.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION INITIA-
TIVE—KEY COMPONENT OF 1999
DEMOCRATIC EDUCATION AGEN-
DA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes as the designee
of the minority leader.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
one of the priorities of the Clinton ad-
ministration and congressional Demo-
crats is improving education. Demo-
crats recognize that the future of this
country depends upon ensuring that all
American children receive a high qual-
ity education that prepares them for
the jobs of the 21st century. Democrats
believe that every public school must
be a place where facilities are up to
date and in good repair, where class-
rooms are not overcrowded, where the
environment is safe and drug-free,
where students have adequate text-
books and computers, and where teach-
ers are well-qualified. This is why
Democrats are once again promoting
an aggressive, comprehensive agenda
to strengthen and improve our Nation’s
public schools.

This evening, I would like to high-
light a key component of the 1999
Democratic education agenda, the
school modernization initiative. This
initiative will help address the tragic
conditions of overcrowded and crum-
bling American schools. Sadly, Mr.
Speaker, thousands of our public
school children are trying to learn in
schools that are overcrowded and in
desperate need of repair. This problem
is exacerbated by the fact that our
country has the highest number of stu-
dents in our history and enrollment
will continue to grow at a considerable
rate for at least the next decade. In
order to keep pace with this growth,
the Department of Education has esti-
mated that we need to build 6,000 new
schools over the next 10 years just to
maintain current class size. This crisis
is compounded by the fact that in addi-
tion to our overcrowded schools, many
of our existing schools are in desperate
need of repair. According to a 1998 re-
port by the American Society of Civil
Engineers, American schools are in
worse shape than any other part of our
Nation’s infrastructure, including our
roads, our bridges and our mass tran-
sit. Moreover, in 1995, the nonpartisan
General Accounting Office, in an in-
depth study on the condition of the Na-
tion’s public elementary and secondary
schools, found that 60 percent of our
schools in all regions of the countries
are in desperate need of repair. Thirty-
eight percent of our urban schools, 30
percent of our rural schools and 29 per-
cent of suburban schools have at least
one building in need of a new roof, a
new plumbing system, a new floor or a
new electrical system. In addition, 58
percent of our Nation’s schools face se-
rious environmental problems, such as
ventilation, heating, air conditioning
and lighting problems, along with envi-
ronmental hazards such as asbestos,
lead in the water and lead-based paint
and Radon.
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These conditions are dangerous and
unacceptable. Leaky roofs, buildings in
despair and overcrowded classrooms
are not merely annoyances or incon-
veniences. They are barriers to learn-
ing.

This is substantiated by study after
study that has produced strong evi-
dence of the link between academic
achievement and the condition of our
schools. Students who attend class in
clean, safe buildings not only do better
academically, they also receive a far
more positive message about their self
worth than students who must attend
run-down and overcrowded schools.

That is why President Clinton and
the Democrats in Congress have a re-
sponsible and realistic blueprint for
improving our schools. In order to help
States and localities address this crit-
ical issue, the President has again in-
cluded his school modernization initia-
tive in his budget proposal for this
year. Democrats in the House and Sen-
ate support this much needed proposal
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and have included it in their family
first agenda.

Mr. Speaker, this proposal creates a
Federal tax credit to finance the inter-
est on bonds which States and local
school districts can issue for school
construction and repair. These bonds
would generate $22 billion in funding to
build and modernize our public schools
while costing the Federal Government
only 2 to $3 billion over the next five
years.

Mr. Speaker, this is not another pro-
gram leading to federal control over
local public schools. Instead under this
legislation the Federal Government
will be a partner with State and local
governments. It will be States and lo-
calities that will determine their needs
and decide when, where and even if
they want to spend Federal funds to
modernize their schools, and State and
local participation in this program will
be totally voluntary.

Most importantly, local school dis-
tricts around the country are in favor
of this proposal.

While it is true that historically
States and local districts have shoul-
dered the majority of the responsibility
for our schools, this crisis is of such a
magnitude, an estimated $12 billion na-
tionally, that States simply cannot
solve this problem alone.

Mr. Speaker, this is a national crisis.
The education of our children is not
only critical to their personal growth,
but to our country’s ability to compete
in the highly technical and global
economy of the 21st century. Federal
support is essential and in the best in-
terests of our Nation.

In closing I would like to give my
colleagues an illustration of the sever-
ity of the problem.

This is a picture of Balmont High
School in Los Angeles, although it
could be anywhere in this Nation. As
my colleagues can see, the roof of this
gymnasium has multiple leaks, and
when it rains, they need to put garbage
cans in order to collect the water so
that the gym is not completely flooded.

These are pictures of two other
schools in Los Angeles, both with ex-
tensive water damage which has caused
the ceiling tiles to fall off, leaving wir-
ing and piping exposed. It is clearly not
a safe environment in which our chil-
dren can learn.

Mr. Speaker, what message are we
sending to our nation’s children and
their parents if Congress sits idle while
our schools continue to fall apart? I
urge my colleagues to support the
democratic school modernization ini-
tiative.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield the remain-
der of my time to my colleague from
Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA), a man who is a
champion of education and the chair of
the Congressional Hispanic Caucus
Task Force on Education and Training.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Without objection, the gen-
tlewoman’s request to give the balance
of her time to the gentleman from
Texas is agreed to, and the gentleman

from Texas is recognized for the
balance of the 60 minutes.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate having this opportunity to help
carry the ball on these issues of such
importance to our children’s education.
The work the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. Roybal-ALLARD) is doing on
behalf of the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus is outstanding, and I congratu-
late her.

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of the
House Committee on Education and
the Workforce and chairman of the
Congressional Hispanic Caucus’ Edu-
cation Task Force, it is my privilege to
discuss the caucus’ legislative prior-
ities in the area of education for the
106th Congress. Let us start with the
unacceptably high hispanic dropout
rate.

Simply put, this is an urgent problem
that is not getting any better. Over the
last 25 years the dropout for both white
and African American young adults has
declined by almost 40 percent. Hispanic
youth, however, have only shared in
part of this improvement. Far too
many of our students fail to reach
their academic potential. Nationwide
the percentage of hispanic students
dropping out of school is twice the rate
of other ethnic groups. Over all, about
38 percent of hispanic young adults
have dropped out of high school com-
pared to only 17 percent of African
American and only 81⁄2 percent of our
white young adults. These figures are
simply unacceptable, Mr. Speaker.

As we all know, our current econ-
omy, unlike 40 years ago, generates few
meaningful jobs for people without a
high school education. Because of the
restructuring of our Nation’s economy,
not having a high school diploma or its
equivalent poses a much stronger bur-
den than it did decades ago when jobs
with social and economic mobility
were within reach of these with limited
educational background and skills. In
our present economy even high school
graduation is not enough to pave the
way to a middle class life. The good
jobs are knowledge intensive.

Throughout the past 2 years the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus has focused
particular attention on the hispanic
dropout crisis, but there remains much
work to be done. As a Member of the
House Committee on Education and
the Workforce, I look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues in my Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce
and on both sides of the aisle of Con-
gress to eradicate this educational cri-
sis.

On the subject of bilingual education
I want to give credit where credit is
due. I applaud the congressional lead-
ers who are working to improve edu-
cational opportunities for hispanic stu-
dents such as my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. REYES) who re-
cently, only 2 weeks ago, presented his
ideas regarding excellence in education
for limited English proficient students.
Congressman REYES has made some ex-
cellent points which I agree with and

endorse on the complex issue of bilin-
gual education.

The Ysleta Independent School Dis-
trict in El Paso, Texas, is proof that bi-
lingual education works. It is a place
where two languages are used without
apology and where becoming proficient
in both is considered a significant in-
tellectual accomplishment. We need to
prepare our limited English proficient
students to function, to excel, in a
world economy where being bilingual is
an asset and a resource. School dis-
tricts such as Ysleta recognize and un-
derstand that bilingualism is an asset,
an intellectual accomplishment, and I
applaud Congressman REYES and El
Paso for their progressive thinking.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I would like to
address the reauthorization of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act,
the largest elementary and secondary
federal aid package targeted at low in-
come and low achieving students.
Funding for ESEA currently represents
an annual $12 billion investment in our
Nation’s future. ESEA is a vital pro-
gram to all of the Nation’s children. It
includes critical funding for many pro-
grams aimed at serving the hispanic
student population.

As President Clinton has stated, the
30 percent dropout rate of hispanic
high school students is a national eco-
nomic crisis of great urgency. Expan-
sion of exemplary education programs
is needed to increase the education at-
tainment level in the hispanic commu-
nity as well as school modernization,
as well as after school programs, class
size reduction in Grades K through 3,
teacher training and expansion of gear-
up programs at the middle schools.
These significant issues must be con-
sidered in the reauthorization of the
ESEA, and I certainly hope we are
going to reauthorize ESEA in this Con-
gress as an entire package, not piece-
meal.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to my es-
teemed colleague from the great State
of New York (Mrs. MCCARTHY).

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, education is my number one
priority since I came to Congress. Pro-
viding our children with a good edu-
cation and a bright future is one of our
most effective tools for ending gun vio-
lence, drug abuse and poverty in our
country. I spend so much time in my
schools back on Long Island talking
with students, teachers, our principals,
superintendents and our parents about
how we can make the education system
work better. In visiting these schools I
see students and teachers who are com-
mitted to education, and these are vis-
its that have shown show me what
there is in grade schools in my district.
But these visits have also shown me
what our schools and where they need
help. Many of the buildings in which
our students learn are inadequate,
overcrowded and certainly in poor con-
dition.

As my colleagues have pointed out,
building new improved schools must be
a top priority. That is why I am de-
lighted the administration has made
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school construction a top priority. But
hand in hand with building more
schools is reducing class size.

I was delighted with the administra-
tion’s initiative to hire a hundred
thousand new teachers over the next 7
years to reduce class size in Grades 1
through 3 to a national level of 18 stu-
dents. I actually would take this down
one step further. I happen to believe
that we should only have 15 students in
every classroom through 1 through 3.
We have seen the research that shows
15 in a classroom is where our young
students make the most progress. This
is simply common sense.

It states that what most parents and
teachers already know from experi-
ence—smaller class size promotes effec-
tive teaching and learning. Smaller
class size allows for a smaller manage-
able work load for the teachers and en-
able children to receive individual at-
tention. This type of one-on-one atten-
tion can solve a lot of the problems be-
fore they start.

I am on the the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and will be
spending most of this year addressing
problems like these: teacher training,
school construction, reducing class
sizes. We reauthorize the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. With all
of this, it is so important to make sure
our teachers that are in the classroom
now also have continuing education so
they can come up to the time that we
are talking about as far as being able
to use computers so they can teach on
the Internet. So, I strongly support
continuing education for our teachers.

The act which I refer to is ERISA. It
deals with all aspects of K through 12
education.

We all know what it will take to im-
prove our educational system: well-pre-
pared teachers, new buildings, less
crowded classrooms. It is time that we
show our young people that we are
committed to their education and to
their future.
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I am one of those believers that be-
lieves education can help our whole
country as a whole. The more we edu-
cate our young people, certainly the
better job opportunities they will have
in the future. The better job opportuni-
ties they have in the future will help
our businesses across this country, and
that certainly will keep our economy
strong.

We have to look at this as a whole
picture. All we have to do is ask any-
one, whether it is from Long Island or
New York, whether it is California,
whether it is New Mexico, what is the
number one issue as far as you are con-
cerned? It is education. It is the key to
the future of this country.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
time to my friend, the gentleman from
the great territory of Puerto Rico (Mr.
ROMERO-BARCELÓ).

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Speak-
er, it never ceases to amaze me how
much passion, or more precisely how

much hysteria, the issue of language
can generate. I use the word ‘‘hysteria’’
because concern and fear about the
supposed decline of English language
usage in the United States bears no re-
lation to reality.

We are 2 months into the 106th Con-
gress and already three bills and one
resolution have been introduced in the
House of Representatives to make
English the official language of the
U.S.

The underlying premise of English-
only legislation is expressed in H.R.
123, which says, ‘‘Throughout the his-
tory of the United States, the common
thread binding individuals of different
backgrounds has been a common lan-
guage.’’

The problem here is that the premise
of English as a national glue is faulty.
It ignores and, by default, it trivializes
the very thing that has made the
United States a beacon to the politi-
cally and economically oppressed peo-
ple of the world. Wave upon wave of
immigrants have come to the United
States not to speak English, for heav-
en’s sake. They have come because
they are desperate for freedom. They
are desperate to participate in this
great democracy. They are eager to
participate in the American dream.

The enduring bond between our cul-
turally diverse population is and al-
ways has been a shared commitment to
the democratic principles of freedom,
justice, liberty and equal opportunity
for all.

Most immigrants come to the United
States to build a better life, and every
immigrant knows that in order to
make the American dream a personal
reality, English fluency is a must.
There are immigrants who literally
lose sleep to master English.

The issue is not whether immigrants
want to learn English. They have more
than demonstrated their determination
to speak the language. The question is
how best to promote fluency and gen-
eral learning among young immigrant
students, and this brings us to the
heated controversy over bilingual edu-
cation.

I endorse bilingual education and I
am anxious to see the development of
programs and funding to increase the
number of bilingual teachers. Last year
as a member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce of the House
of Representatives, I submitted a pro-
posal to create a scholarship program
for students who are proficient in
English and Spanish and want to be
teachers in the Nation’s public school
system.

The scholarship would be named
after Frank Tejeda, the former Rep-
resentative from the 28th District of
Texas, who died in 1997 while serving
his third term in Congress. This pro-
posal was passed by the House, but was
not included in the higher reauthoriza-
tion education bill that came out of
conference.

Bilingual education programs need to
be applied with flexibility and with an

eye to their effectiveness. Students
learn in a variety of different ways,
and it is the difficult job of educators
to balance program structure with the
flexibility necessary to address indi-
vidual needs.

Educators must constantly evaluate
the effectiveness of existing and pro-
posed bilingual programs because there
is something seriously wrong where
minority parents have to sue school
districts in order to opt out of bilin-
gual programs which in theory have
been established to meet their chil-
dren’s English language needs.

Unfortunately, English-only pro-
posals are simplistic and a reactionary
response to the challenges of a multi-
cultural society. Worse, they threaten
to deprive minorities of their heritage,
their culture and the protections guar-
anteed to them by the Constitution.

If the free speech provision of the
First Amendment does not protect lan-
guage, what does it safeguard? How
does one separate speech from the lan-
guage that frames it? English-only pro-
ponents seem to forget that the very
purpose of a democracy is to give peo-
ple a voice. Congress should have no
part in silencing those who cannot ar-
ticulate their needs, their problems or
their issues in English. To do so is defi-
nitely un-American.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to my friend, the gentleman from the
great State of Texas (Mr. RODRIGUEZ).

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, this
year we have an opportunity to reau-
thorize the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. I, like many of our
Members, we are all concerned in terms
of the changes that we foresee and
some of the things that might happen.
One of the things that I would like to
do this afternoon is talk about the im-
portance of bilingual education.

One of the main programs the schools
rely on is bilingual education. For
many of these youngsters and the stu-
dents in my district, this is not an op-
tion but a necessity. This program al-
lows these individuals an opportunity
to be able to learn the core items of the
curriculum in their native language so
that they will be able to function as
quickly as possible in the English lan-
guage.

This program allows our children to
feel included in the learning process.
From firsthand experience, I can say
that I started in the first grade not
knowing English, and it took me 5 to 6
years to comprehend what was occur-
ring in the classroom. Now I have
learned that language acquisition re-
quires from 5 to 7 years to be able to
learn a second language, and so it is
important for us to have a good under-
standing of what it takes to learn a
second language.

Programs like bilingual education
will allow our students the opportunity
to learn not only English but learn
basic subjects in the native tongue
that are essential for continued growth
and development.
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As we move to a global economy,

more and more languages will be con-
sidered a necessary resource. The high-
ly competitive nature of today’s global
economy underscores the importance
of knowing more than one language.
America needs bilingual education to
produce educated, well-informed citi-
zens.

The Texas Educational Agency com-
missioner supports this idea by stating,
‘‘In the future all children should be
trilingual: proficient in their native
language, proficient in a second lan-
guage and proficient in computer lit-
eracy. The business community under-
stands the value of trained multi-
lingual employees. We must offer a
work force that can meet such de-
mands. This is the commissioner from
Texas.

By supporting bilingual education,
we are supporting our country and also
the importance of learning English, at
the same time retaining as much of the
native language as possible.

It also is important that through bi-
lingual education and various types of
options, the two-way developmental bi-
lingual education programs, for exam-
ple, English speakers and language mi-
nority students are in the same class-
rooms learning all grade level skills at
the same time.

Studies show that the most success-
ful programs, models for language for
minority students, as well as for native
English speaking, bilingual education
is a tool that fosters a successful fu-
ture for these Americans. Bilingual
education is an investment that pays
off.

If we are to make changes in bilin-
gual education, I hope that it is to im-
prove in terms of assessing the impor-
tance of teacher training. We do need
teachers to be well trained, to be able
to provide that instruction. We also
need the ability of the staff to be eval-
uated and for those programs to be as-
sessed to see how well they are doing.
Also important are the initiatives that
include parents in the teaching of their
children.

These are drastically needed and we
hope that as we look forward that
these are some of the things that we
will be looking at.

Again, I would also just stress that in
the bilingual education we will also see
dual language instruction that allows
both monolingual English-speaking
youngsters as well as monolingual
Spanish-speaking and other language
youngsters be able to work together
and learn both languages at the same
time.

As we move forward in the global
economy, we all recognize the impor-
tance of knowing more than one lan-
guage, and I hope that as we look for-
ward, we move in this direction. I hope
that there is no talk of eliminating bi-
lingual education or thinking that
Washington, D.C., is a platform for im-
plementing a national 227 initiative.
This is not the place. There will never
be a time for it to be addressed.

If we do not continue to support bi-
lingual education, we will do a dis-
service to our children and our Nation.
I encourage everyone to support the
program. It is a beautiful program.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to my friend, the gentleman from the
great and progressive State of North
Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank my friend and colleague
from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA) for putting
together this special order this after-
noon because it is on a topic that is im-
portant not just to our Hispanic stu-
dents and their families; it is impor-
tant to every American.

Let me take just a moment to speak
as a former State superintendent of the
State of North Carolina, a State that is
seeing tremendous growth in our en-
rollment of students of Hispanic
background.

Let me also thank the gentleman for
his leadership on educational issues as
a leader in the Hispanic Caucus, and
also as a cochair of the House Edu-
cation Caucus, the Democratic side,
and his work there. He understands the
needs not only of Hispanic students
and Latinos, but of all children in our
public schools; and I thank him for
that.

Mr. Speaker, North Carolina has a
rapidly growing Latino population, as
do many of the other States in this
country. They come, as my colleagues
who have preceded me to this rostrum
today have said, for economic oppor-
tunity. They come for a variety of rea-
sons; and, yes, they bring their chil-
dren and want them to have the same
educational opportunity as other chil-
dren.

As a superintendent, I worked hard
to serve the educational needs of our
Latino community, because they are
an important component of the future
of this country. If anyone who is
watching today does not understand
that, all they need do is read our pa-
pers and look at the demographics and
how our country is changing and the
contributions they are making to our
society in so many ways today and will
continue to in the future.

The biggest barrier to children, the
biggest barrier to their learning, is lan-
guage. We have just heard that. If a
child cannot understand the language,
then they have a difficult time under-
standing math or science or history or
whatever they are being taught.

In North Carolina, and in most of the
school systems in this country, but I
will speak specifically about North
Carolina and our needs at the national
level to do some of these things, imple-
menting English as a second language
has served the Latino community bet-
ter than anything else.

The reason for that is that young
children need to understand the lan-
guage. As I have said, the number of
non-English speaking students, not
just Latinos but of all languages com-
ing to our shores, have skyrocketed in
North Carolina in recent years. It has

increased almost 29 percent; 32 percent
last year was the increase in just the
Latino numbers in our State.

English as a second language works
better for youngsters who are in kin-
dergarten to second grade. Let me say
why. It takes only 6 to 18 months for
those students at a very early age to be
proficient and be able to handle it in
the classroom, but for high school stu-
dents it takes 5 to 7 years to bring
them up to speed.

Why? Because we do not have the
teachers, we do not have the resources
and we are not focusing, in my opinion,
as we should.

Let me say of an elementary school
in my State, happens to be in my dis-
trict, in Lee County, in Sanford, where
they have an outstanding teacher. She
taught Spanish for a number of years.
She lived in Spain for about 5. She
teaches prekindergarten youngsters.

In just 1 year, in just 1 school year,
she can bring those students to pro-
ficiency. They can acclimate to the
classroom and compete with other stu-
dents and do an outstanding job. That
is an indication of immersing students
in English, giving them an opportunity
in the second language. They spend a
number of hours each day in this class,
but they also get to go to their regular
classes. That is why English as a sec-
ond language is so important.

There is not enough funding at the
Federal level and not enough at the
State level to meet the needs of our
students. The Hispanic Caucus is pro-
viding tremendous leadership on edu-
cation, as well as this issue of language
barriers. It is not isolated to this cau-
cus because they reach across the lines
and work with all the other caucuses,
because we have a lot of children in our
schools who need this help. I think we
have an obligation to put our message
and our vote where our mouth is.
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It is easy for Members to come to

this floor and talk about how impor-
tant education is, and then they fail to
realize if a child cannot understand the
language, they cannot learn. Today we
have a number of students and others
in the gallery. I will guarantee the
Members, they would tell us the very
same thing.

I want to thank the Caucus for their
help, not just on the language issues,
but the understanding of the needs of
children in classrooms that are over-
crowded; in putting more teachers in
the classroom, and in helping by voting
in support of the 100,000 teachers, as
the President proposed.

They have also have also been helpful
in supporting H.R. 996, a bill that I in-
troduced, the Etheridge School Con-
struction Act, to fit the needs of these
communities that are growing so rap-
idly. The classrooms are overcrowded.
Teachers do not have decent places to
teach. That is just not acceptable in a
day and time when we have the re-
sources to make it happen.

This bill would provide tax credits to
finance local construction bonds across
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the country in those areas that have
great needs. Texas is one of those
States. That is one of the second fast-
est-growing States in America. It will
make a difference. I thank them for
their help on that. We now have over
100 cosponsors on this bill. I urge the
Members of the other body to join us.

Mr. Speaker, again I thank my col-
leagues from Texas and all those in the
Caucus who are working so hard to
make education for all children a top
priority, but specifically making sure
that languages are available for those
children who do not understand the
English language, to help them to get
up to speed so they can become a full
player in this economic system of the
21st century, because the future will
belong to the educated.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GILLMOR). Members are reminded not
to refer to occupants of the gallery.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from the great
State of California (Ms. SANCHEZ), the
most populous State in the Nation.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to speak today a little bit about
school construction, and in particular
because my colleague who just spoke,
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. ETHERIDGE) spoke a little bit
about the school construction bill, and
I would like to tell America and my
colleagues, so they will sponsor this
bill, a little bit about it.

The Expand and Rebuild America’s
Schools Act is H.R. 415. I know quite a
bit about it because I am the author of
that bill. We put it in last year and we
did not get it passed. This year we hope
that we will be able to do it. What does
the bill do? The bill addresses one of
the most crucial crises facing this Na-
tion; that is, where do we educate our
children?

Now, some people would say that at
the Federal level we should not be deal-
ing with school construction. I would
say that we deal at the Federal level
with those issues that do not get an-
swered at the State or local level. One
of the major problems that we have
with our schools is where do we edu-
cate our children, the room in which
we educate our children.

I happen to represent a great area,
Anaheim, California, Santa Ana, Gar-
den Grove, Irvine, the central portion
of Orange County. In the next 5 years,
our school population will grow by over
25 percent. That is almost twice as fast
the rate of growth as the five fastest
growing States with respect to school
population across the Nation.

That means not only is California
growing faster in the amount of chil-
dren who are entering public schools,
or Texas, for example, or Florida, or
New York, or Illinois, but in central
Orange County we are growing at twice
that rate.

That means that if we take a look at
a school district, for example, Anaheim
City School District, an elementary
school district, kindergarten through

6th graders go there, there are 17,000
children attending that school district.
Every year we grow by more than a
thousand children.

I know about this school district be-
cause I attended it as a child, and the
very same school that I attended with
about 500 or 600 children today houses
almost 1,000 children. Those other
schools that are patterned exactly like
the elementary school that I attended
in the rest of the district have 1,000,
1,100, 1,200 children attending in the
space that was made for 600 children.

How do these kids get there? How is
it that we are able to put them in the
classrooms? We have portable class-
rooms. We now have double sessions.
That means that some children go
early in the morning and others come
later in the day, so we have a double
session going. We now have year-
around school. We do not have the tra-
ditional 9 months on and 3 months of
the summer off. We actually have 4 dif-
ferent tracks of students going to
school at any given time.

Now, imagine if you were a mother
and you have two or three children,
and let us say one of those children is
in the middle school or the high school,
and they have their own school pro-
gram going, where they are going 9
months and then 3 months off. And let
us say you have two young children
also at home, both attending the ele-
mentary school. One could be going at
8 in the morning, and the next one
would have to be going to school and
starting at 10:15.

Now, imagine, you are a mom at
home and you have these three chil-
dren, and you are trying to take them
around to soccer and to school and to
the doctor’s appointments and all, and
all three schedules are not the same.
So if you are a mother who wants to
take three children at the same time to
the same school, you cannot do that
any longer in the city of Anaheim. It is
very difficult to do.

Then, of course, there are the safety
issues of sending our kids like that,
kids who go out in the morning be-
cause they have a 7:30 or 8 a.m. sched-
ule, and kids who come home late be-
cause they are on the late schedule and
may be walking home in the dark.
Think about the problems that we are
creating with respect to the school
schedules.

Then, of course, there are the port-
able classrooms that we are now put-
ting onto that school that houses 600
children so we can house more, so we
can house the 900 or the 1,000 or the
1,200 children, portables that sit on
blacktop and the green grass, where I
used to play: less space, double
lunches, children going in at 7:30 in the
morning so they can have lunch at 9:30.
Think about that. We would not do
that to ourselves in the business world.

Let us talk about business, because I
am a businesswoman. If I were to start
a small business today, let us say out
of my home, like so many people are
doing today, how many telephone lines

would I have coming into my office,
that extra room in my house set up as
my office? At least three, do we not
think?

Let us say it was just you working on
a consulting basis or doing things like
accounting or what have you. You
would have at least three lines. One,
you would want to be on the Internet.
You would want to have your computer
set up; two, you would probably like to
have a fax; three, you would probably
have a line or maybe two lines where
someone could be calling in and you
could put them on hold while you talk
to somebody else.

Well, in these elementary schools in
Anaheim, the entire school has only
three phone lines to it. Now imagine,
you are the principal. You are calling
out. There is one phone line. If your
PTA was great and was able to raise
funds, you would have a fax machine in
your office, and you might be faxing
some information out to a colleague or
somebody else.

Then, of course, kids get sick, so in
the morning parents are calling in to
say, my kid is not coming to school. If
you are a parent and calling in and
there is one line dedicated to the fax
and one that the principal is calling
out to talk to a parent or to somebody
else, that means there is one line, one
line to call in and say your kid is sick.
Imagine if there are 40 children sick
that day out of 1,200. That could be a
possibility. Imagine the busy signals
that you would get or the inability to
get through.

Now, imagine if there was a problem
at the school and there was a safety
hazard or something was going on and
you only had three lines, also. You
would not start a business in your own
home with less than three lines. Why
do we allow elementary schools to have
1,200 children, 10 or 15 staff people, 80
teachers, and only three phone lines?
That is the state that our schools are
in today. That is why room, the fourth
R, is so necessary.

That is why at the Federal level we
need to be concerned about the rooms
in which we teach our children. They
should be modern. They should have
the technology of the future. They
should have the computers and the
Internet and the telephone lines, but
more importantly, they should be a
space that our children could learn in.

The bill that I am offering is not
about taxing people more and sending
it to Washington, and then deciding
what schools we want to be nice to and
sending it back to California or Texas.
It is about letting people actually keep
the money in their area by not sending
it to Washington, by giving tax credits.

Schools that qualify would need to
have help, they would have to be on a
heavy burden list, one like the city of
Anaheim, where we need more class-
rooms, and we can show that we need
the growth. Schools would also be re-
quired to work public-private partner-
ships and have businesses working with
them, and maybe the businesses would
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buy the bonds that the local agency
issues.

Third, the responsibility of deciding
to issue bonds in order for the interest
to be given as a tax credit by the Fed-
eral Government would have to be a
local decision. That means that on a
local level, a community needs to get
together and decide that they are will-
ing to pass a bond issue in order to
build a school in their area.

Local control, not sending the money
to Washington, but giving it back, in a
sense, in a tax credit, that is what the
Rebuild American Schools Act would
do. That is why I hope that when peo-
ple realize that this is really about put-
ting responsibility on the local level to
decide that they are going to do some-
thing about it, and the Federal Govern-
ment stepping in and saying, we are
going to help you to do that, we are not
going to give it to you, but we are
going to help you to solve your prob-
lem, that is why this act, this bill,
makes a difference and is important.

It is a matter of national security. It
is a matter of national security that
our children learn in a school environ-
ment that is conducive to the 21st cen-
tury, not in what people have to learn
in in Anaheim.

I know because I used to go there as
a child. I have seen the closet where
the janitor used to push his barrel with
his mops and put them away for the
night. That closet has been turned into
a classroom for six special ed children
and their teacher. This is what we are
doing to our children, we are putting
them in closets so they can learn. How
do we expect them to learn? How do we
expect people to learn, children to
learn, if they do not have the class-
room space?

I was talking about portables earlier.
The Santa Ana Unified School District,
another area that I represent, if we
took the portables that sit on its 26
permanent schools and pulled them off
and made real permanent schools out
of those portable classrooms, there
would be 27 new schools built; 26 exist-
ing, 27 worth of portable classrooms on
those areas.

There is no room to play. There is no
room for recess. There is no room for
lunch. If it is hot, as it gets in South-
ern California, there is no shade when
you are eating your lunch. If it rains,
what do children do? There are even
some classes that are taught outside
without a classroom.

This is why the Federal Government
needs to get involved, and we get in-
volved in a very specific way, with
those classrooms that need to be built
by the neediest schools all across the
Nation, with responsibility at the local
level to decide to build them, and with
returning money, not sending money
to Washington, D.C., but leaving it in
the local level to be invested in local
communities.

That is why I hope that my col-
leagues will join me in supporting H.R.
415. I know there are many sponsors al-
ready who have spoken today on that

bill, and I appreciate the time that
they have given me, I say to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HINOJOSA).

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to my friend from the great State of
Texas (Mr. GENE GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas, and a member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce for organizing this special
order this afternoon.

It is hard to ignore the fact that our
country is one of the greatest in the
world, Mr. Speaker, and we have crum-
bling classrooms and overcrowded
classrooms. Research has shown that
students do not learn well in over-
crowded classrooms and schools.

Some schools have problems with
ventilation, heating, air conditioning,
lighting, water, along with environ-
mental hazards, such as asbestos.
Worst of all, many schools do not have
access to the Internet. The advantages
of the Internet are unlimited. It is one
of the most important educational
tools, and provides instant access to a
wealth of information.
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We need to provide the necessary
funding to enable local schools not
only to modernize and to rebuild their
classrooms, but to make sure each stu-
dent has access to the Internet.

One of these schools could be pre-
paring the first person to land on Mars,
cure cancer or AIDS, or halt global
warming. In fact, Mr. Speaker, I had
the opportunity this last Friday to
have an astronaut from the Johnson
Space Center, Dr. Franklin Chang-
Diaz, to visit a number of middle
schools in my district in Houston,
Texas.

He looked out over the 8th graders in
each of the rooms and said, ‘‘You are
the generation that will be on Mars.’’
We need to make sure those eighth
graders are prepared to make that step
onto Mars.

Also last week, Mr. Speaker, during
our break, I had a chance to visit the
AAMA Learning Center in my district.
AAMA is the Association for Advance-
ment of Mexican Americans. They have
a charter school in Houston, Texas.
They received E-rate funding for their
charter school in the amount of a little
over $35,000.

I was happy to see this funding was
being used to provide counseling in
reading and computer training to these
youth in my district, but particularly
Hispanic youth.

The AAMA school, the George I.
Sanchez High School, was established
to take dropouts from our public
school system and give them that sec-
ond chance or that opportunity. When
charter schools became in vogue,
George I. Sanchez had been around for
a number of years. When charter
schools became in vogue, the George I.

Sanchez School became one of those
charter schools and is successful today,
Mr. Speaker, because of the success.
They are benefiting from the E-rate
that will help that charter school help
educate these students who are the
leadership for tomorrow.

We need to make sure that programs
like AAMA’s have the necessary fund-
ing so that all children have access to
quality and innovative education to be
competitive in this global economy we
have.

In addition, we need to finish the job
of hiring the 100,000 new teachers to re-
duce class sizes in the early grades. My
wife is a public school teacher in the
Aldine district in Texas. Even in high
school we have problems with over-
crowding in our math classes. It is
tougher to teach 35 children algebra,
Mr. Speaker.

In Texas, in 1984, the gentleman from
south Texas knows because his former
elected position was a State Board of
Education member in Texas, Texas law
changed it to where we had 22-to-1
pupil/teacher ratio in grades K through
4. That is great. The problem is we
could not even keep up, and there are a
lot of waivers having to be granted be-
cause of the need.

We need that 22-to-1 not only on a
State level, but we need it to be 20-to-
1 or 18-to-1 on a national level, particu-
larly in elementary school grades, be-
cause that is where we set the tone for
children to be good students.

Of course, before they get to be high
school algebra students or science stu-
dents or English or math, we need to
make sure those class sizes are also
small. Because if we are preparing our
children to take our place not only as
astronauts and physicists and Members
of Congress, we need to make sure they
have every opportunity.

Let us focus our energy on school
modernizing initiatives so our children
can learn in a safe and clean environ-
ment. Let us create a learning environ-
ment in our schools that inspires edu-
cation and imagination. Let us reduce
those class sizes so every child gets the
attention and the guidance they need.

Finally, let us provide state-of-the-
art technology so that each child is
prepared for the challenges and de-
mands of the 21st century. These are
measures that will make a difference
in the education of our children and
that will provide for the best learning
environment for our children.

I know the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HINOJOSA) has two very attractive
and cute little girls, Mr. Speaker, and
I have watched them, not only the 2
years he has served and now his third
year, his second term in Congress.

I remember my children went to pub-
lic schools in Texas, and now a daugh-
ter who is starting medical school in
Texas and a son who is going to grad-
uate school at Texas A&M, they went
to public schools. Public schools edu-
cate most of the people in our country.

We cannot say that we are going to
fail the public schools simply because
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they have a harder job today than they
did when I was in public schools in the
1960s. We need to make sure we give
them the resources, the technology,
the facilities, the smaller class sizes,
and also the qualified teachers to be
able to do it.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Texas for allowing me to partici-
pate with him today.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
REYES), my friend and distinguished
member of the delegation from my
State.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak about a
different but equally important issue
affecting education in America. As we
prepare to embark upon the 21st cen-
tury, all of us know that the Tech-
nology Age is upon us.

We live in a time when new ideas and
innovations impact the way that we
live, the way that we learn, the way
that we work, and even the way that
we play. Today’s children cannot re-
member a time when fax machines, cal-
culators, computers, or the Internet
were not a part of their daily lives.

Their world and the future that they
will inherit will require not only an un-
derstanding of these innovations, but
an ability to fully utilize them and in-
tegrate them into their work environ-
ment. No matter what occupation our
children pursue, every American child
must be versed in the technology that
is permeating our society today.

Mr. Speaker, a program that is mak-
ing a tremendous impact is the E-rate
program. This program through the
Schools and Libraries Corporation is
providing discounted telecommuni-
cation services and Internet access to
schools and libraries across the coun-
try.

As a nation, we cannot afford to have
only the affluent areas access the bene-
fits of technology. Consequently,
through this program, the E-rate pro-
gram, equal opportunity has been pro-
vided to minority and poor areas in
urban and rural communities.

The demand for this program and the
funding is tremendous, as has been in-
dicated by over 30,000 applications re-
quested in the very first year. Fortu-
nately, we were able to fund the major-
ity of these requests through the E-
rate fund with a total of almost $1.66
billion committed around the country.

Even so, however, there were many
school districts and libraries that were
left out. Nearly 500 million in requests
went unfunded this year. This means
that not all schools and libraries re-
ceived the necessary resources that
they needed. That, Mr. Speaker, is un-
acceptable.

There is good news and there is bad
news. The good news is that there is a
round two for the E-rate. The bad news
now is that in round two there will be
2,000 more applications than last year.
With over 32,000 applications pending,
clearly the need for discounted services

and internal connections remains very
high.

We as a nation have always prided
ourselves on giving each and every
child the opportunity to receive an
education that will benefit them in
their future employment. This year as
schools and libraries around the coun-
try make applications for round two of
the E-rate discount, we must make
sure that not one child is left out in
achieving technical literacy.

I want to encourage every Member of
this Congress to stand up for our
schools and libraries and encourage
that they apply for year two funding.
This is just as important as additional
teachers, just as important as addi-
tional funding and additional pay for
teachers, and certainly just as impor-
tant as school construction and remod-
eling monies.

Our children’s future depends upon
the educational tools and skills that
we provide them today. We, as a na-
tion, must uphold our commitment to
our children. This will determine the
solvency and the prosperity of our Na-
tion and secure the future of their chil-
dren.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. NAPOLITANO).

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker,
one of the most important keys to suc-
cess to Americans is our education.
That is why it is one of the top con-
cerns in the Latino community and a
high priority in the Unified Democratic
Agenda.

We heard our youth requires in-
creased literacy and more education
plus enhanced technological skills. My
District in southeastern Los Angeles
County is absolutely no stranger to
high dropout rates, and I discussed this
with all of my school districts. These
students leave school and are unable to
be good, productive citizens in our
area.

There are many types of approaches
that the people in my district have
come up with to fight the dropout rate
and improve education. However, this
does not mean that we in Congress and
the Federal Government do not have a
responsibility to work with them.

There are many types of approaches
to fight these dropout rates that we
hope to be able to, together, fight for.
That is why we need to have more
teachers, school modernization, fund-
ing for alternative programs that help
keep our next generations of Ameri-
cans in school.

Mr. Speaker, one of the most important
keys to success in America is education. That
is why education is one of the top concerns in
the Latino community and a high priority in the
Unified Democratic Agenda.

To succeed in today’s economy, our youth
require increased literacy, more education and
enhanced technological skills. But our schools
are overcrowded and need to be equipped
with the latest technology; teachers need bet-
ter training; and we need to address the unac-
ceptably high Latino drop-out rate.

Thirty percent of Latinos 16 to 24 years old
have dropped-out of school. The number for

African Americans is 13 percent and for non-
Hispanic whites it is 7 percent. Among Latinos
with limited English proficiency, about 50 per-
cent have dropped out.

My district, in southeastern Los Angeles
County, is unfortunately no stranger to high
drop-out rates. Just a few weeks ago, I was
discussing this very issue with an adminis-
trator at Bell Gardens High School, which
serves the East Los Angeles and Montebello
communities in my district.

At Bell Gardens High School, they have an-
other problem in addition to the traditional
drop-out rate as we know it. They have a very
high transiency rate—about 30 percent. These
are students who leave school and then come
back several months or a year later. Their
education is interrupted and they have dif-
ficulty readjusting to the educational program,
which makes them even more likely to leave
school again.

Local teachers and school officials have
been tackling the drop-out and transiency
problems in multiple approaches. One is to in-
crease parent involvement in their children’s
education, so that the learning experience at
school is reinforced at home.

Another approach is to improve libraries.
There seems to be a correlation between the
size and quality of libraries and the ability to
capture students’ interest and keep them en-
gaged in the educational process.

A third approach is the Pathways program,
which gears students toward a specific career
path. This program has been successful at
making high school education more relevant to
the lives of students who might otherwise not
see the necessity of staying in school. When
they can link each of their classes to a future
job, school suddenly becomes a much higher
priority for them.

For those students who are living adult
lives, either because they are parents them-
selves or they have to work full-time hours to
support their parents and siblings, Bell Gar-
dens High School has implemented ‘‘alter-
native programs.’’ These are flexible edu-
cational programs designed to fit the sched-
ules and demands of these students’ lives.

These are the types of approaches that
people in my district have come up with to
fight the drop-out rate and improve education.
Let us not mislead ourselves into thinking that
all the solutions to our schools’ problems can
be found here in Washington. Excellent ideas
are developed in the local schools in our dis-
tricts.

However, this does not mean that there is
no role for Congress and the federal govern-
ment. It is our responsibility, as servants of the
people, to ensure that local schools have the
resources they need so that special programs,
such as those at Bell Gardens High School,
succeed. That is why we need to fight for
more teachers, school modernization, and
funding for alternative programs that help keep
our next generation of Americans in school.

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, I want
to take this opportunity to discuss an
important, brand-new education pro-
gram called ‘‘Gear Up.’’

Two weeks ago, I hosted an informa-
tion workshop in my south Texas con-
gressional district to spread the word
to our local teachers, colleges, super-
intendents and school board members
about what a difference the Gear Up
program can make in the lives of our
junior high school students.
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This exciting new initiative is de-

signed to prepare underprivileged stu-
dents for college. Gear Up is a competi-
tive grant program and supports early
college awareness activities at both the
local and the State level.

Specifically, this initiative will
award multiyear grants to locally de-
signed partnerships between colleges
and high-poverty middle schools plus
at least two other partners, such as
community organizations, businesses,
religious groups, State education agen-
cies, parent groups or nonprofit organi-
zations, to increase the number of stu-
dents going to college among the low-
income youth.

Gear Up partnerships will be based on
the following proven strategies: work-
ing with a whole grade level of stu-
dents in order to raise the expectations
for all students; starting with sixth or
seventh grade students and continuing
through high school graduation with
comprehensive services, including men-
toring, tutoring, counseling, and other
activities such as after-school pro-
grams, summer academic enrichment
programs, as well as college visits; pro-
moting rigorous academic coursework
based on college entrance require-
ments; informing students and parents
about college options and financial aid,
and providing students with a 21st cen-
tury scholar certificate—an early noti-
fication of their eligibility for financial
aid.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge and en-
courage all local educational agencies
to get involved in applying for this im-
portant grant. It is my firm belief that
mentoring programs such as Gear Up
can make all the difference in the lives
of our middle school students.

A mentor may be the person who makes
the difference by providing a role model for
positive behaviors, like studying hard and
staying away from trouble, by helping with
academic work, by encouraging the student to
take the right college-preparatory courses, or
by providing extra moral support and encour-
agement.

We have a fantastic opportunity to help our
local students—their future success depends
on our leadership now. They fail if we fail to
live up to our responsibility to ensure them the
strongest chances for academic success.

Mr. Speaker, expanding after-school oppor-
tunities is a top legislative priority for the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus.

Our President is committed to triple funding
for the 21st Century Learning Center Program,
which supports the creation and expansion of
after-school and summer school programs
throughout the country.

Experts agree that school-age children who
are unsupervised during the hours after school
are far more likely to use alcohol, drugs, and
tobacco, commit crimes, receive poor grades,
and drop out of school than those who are in-
volved in supervised, constructive activities.

The program increases the supply of after-
school care in a cost-effective manner, pri-
marily by funding programs that use public
school facilities and existing resources.

In awarding these new funds, the education
department will give priority to school districts
that are ending social promotion by requiring

that students meet academic standards in
order to move to the next grade.

The President’s budget includes $600 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2000 to help roughly 1.1 mil-
lion children each year participate in after-
school and summer school programs.

I have visited many of the schools in my
congressional district. I have listened to teach-
ers, principals, supt’s, and schoolboard mem-
bers. I have suggested they try converting
schools to ‘‘After School Community Centers.’’
After school snacks, tutoring, mentoring,
homework, organized sports, theatre, number
sense.

I strongly support funding for this program
and urge all my colleagues to do the same.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of my Special
Order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York?

There was no objection.
f

WOMEN IN BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. KELLY) is recognized
for 60 minutes as the designee of the
majority leader.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about an issue that is
near and dear to my heart, women in
business, specifically women-owned
small businesses.

As the mother of four and a former
small business owner myself, I know
just how hard it is to balance the full-
time job of being a mother and then
adding to it the challenges of owning
and running your own business.

From women-owned construction
firms to women-owned public relation
firms to Donna, Jo-Jo, and Angela who
own Donna’s Hair Design in my own
district town of Chappaqua, New York,
all of these women deserve all of the
support that we here in Congress can
give them.

Everyone needs to remember that
small business is the most important
sector of our economy. Currently, in
the United States, there are approxi-
mately 8.5 million women-owned busi-
nesses. That is 8.5 million women-
owned businesses, 36 percent of all
businesses in the United States. These
8.5 million businesses employ 23.8 mil-
lion employees. These businesses have
seen their sales increase from $2.3 tril-
lion to $3.1 trillion in just the last 6
months.

My congratulations to all of the
hardworking women who are doing
more than their share to contribute to
the economy of our Nation.

The number of women-owned small
businesses have increased by 89 percent
in the last decade. During the same pe-
riod, these businesses have increased

their revenue by 209 percent. Women
are a force to be reckoned with in to-
day’s economy.
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During my life, I have had many
roles: The mother of four, a public
school teacher, a college professor, a
rape crisis counselor, a professional pa-
tient advocate, a small business owner,
and now a United States Congress-
woman.

I have learned countless lessons in
these roles and have brought them
with me to the House of Representa-
tives. Many of these lessons were
learned as a small businesswoman.
This has given me some insight as to
what women need in order to fully
compete with their male counterparts,
and for this reason I have devoted my
energy to working with the Committee
on Small Business to enable small busi-
nesses to run more efficiently.

I have introduced legislation again
this year that expresses the sense of
Congress regarding the need to in-
crease the number of procurement con-
tracts that the government awards to
women-owned businesses. The Federal
Government is America’s largest pur-
chaser of goods and services, spending
more than $225 billion each year, and
women should have more access to
these projects.

In 1994 Congress set a 5 percent pro-
curement goal for women-owned busi-
nesses. Five years later, however, the
rate of procurement for women-owned
businesses is 1.9 percent. This percent-
age is a poor reflection on the access to
these jobs when considering the rate of
growth of women-owned businesses.

I want to continue to do what I can
to improve the procurement process for
women in this Congress, and I am
happy to say that a few weeks ago the
House passed H.R. 774, The Women’s
Business Center Amendments Act of
1999. This bill authorized appropria-
tions of $11 million for the expansion of
this program in fiscal year 2000.

I want to congratulate the chairman
of the Committee on Small Business,
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. JIM
TALENT), for his work, as well as the
ranking minority member, the gentle-
woman from New York (NYDIA
VELÁZQUEZ), and many other people
who worked to make this accomplish-
ment here on the floor of the House.

Currently, there are 60 centers now
operating in 40 States. These centers
assist women in many ways, including
helping them to focus their business
plans through courses and workshops,
providing information on capital, as
well as helping the women choose their
location. The centers have the freedom
to tailor their programs based on the
needs of the communities in which
they work.

Recently I have been able to meet
with many women business owners and
some of the women who run these cen-
ters and heard firsthand the challenges
and the successes of these businesses.
These are just a few of the issues that
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women business owners face. There are
many others, like tax and regulatory
issues, ensuring fair access to capital,
that we all need to stay involved with.

I know my colleagues here share my
concerns. Let me close by congratu-
lating all of the women businesses in
our Nation. I know all too well how dif-
ficult their jobs are. They are an im-
portant part of our Nation’s economy,
and I will continue to do what I can to
ensure that they are not forgotten.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. GRANGER).

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleagues today in
discussing the need for this Congress to
help America’s working women. I am
proud to be a part of the Women’s Cau-
cus and I am proud that this caucus is
committed to raising and addressing
important issues concerning women.

Today, more than ever, working
women are no longer the exception,
they are the rule. America’s working
women are redefining the workplace as
we know it. They are learning how to
balance their dual responsibilities of
work and family. In today’s business
world, women own about 6.5 million
companies. That is one-third of all the
businesses in America. Today, women
are creating businesses at twice the
rate of men. In fact, it is estimated
that by the year 2000 women will own
40 percent of American companies.

These facts make it vitally impor-
tant this Congress address the issues
and the interests of this growing seg-
ment of our economy. Yes, it is becom-
ing increasingly clear that women’s
issues are economic issues. Jobs, taxes
and economic growth are the top issues
for today’s women.

Since women are creating more jobs
than men, they are disproportionately
affected by burdensome taxes, rules
and regulations, and too often it is too
difficult for women-owned businesses
to get started. Once started, it is often
difficult for women-owned businesses
to stay afloat.

According to a 1995 survey of women-
owned businesses, 84 percent of women
entrepreneurs used their own personal
savings to start their businesses. And
once underway, women business owners
often find themselves dipping into
their savings to stay in business.

Mr. Speaker, as a small business
owner myself, I have made it a com-
mitment to stand up and speak out and
stay focused on the issues that face
women-owned businesses. Female en-
trepreneurs are here to stay, and while
it is true that Washington cannot cre-
ate wealth, it is no less true that we
have an obligation to make the busi-
ness environment as conducive as pos-
sible for women.

I believe that excessive government
taxation, regulation and litigation hold
back our working women by holding up
production costs. Government taxes
prevent female employers and employ-
ees from keeping more of their hard-
earned money, and it has often been
noted that today taxes consume more

of the family income than families
spend on food, education and shelter,
or anything else. We need to make our
tax system flatter and fairer so that
our women will not have to work al-
most half the year to foot government
costs. Working women need to be able
to keep more of their hard-earned
money.

We also need to review our regula-
tions as well. Each year over 100,000
pages of new rules and regulations are
produced in Washington, and many of
these guidelines overlap and they are
repetitive.

Moreover, it has been estimated that
regulations cost businesses over $700
billion each year. These regulations
impact every single business owned by
women. And since businesses often
have to raise prices to afford these new
regulations, it is estimated that each
American family pays an extra $700 per
household to cover the cost of regula-
tions.

It has also been estimated that regu-
lations add as much as a third to the
cost of building an airplane engine and
almost double the price of a new vac-
cine. Mr. Speaker, we need to be work-
ing on ways to increase, not decrease,
the number of women in business, and
adding cost is not the way to do that.

Moreover, government rules and liti-
gation often subject our small busi-
nesswomen to years of legal battles
and legal costs. Let us let our working
women spend more time in the board
room and less time in the courtroom.
Only then can we truly create a condu-
cive business environment for women.

Mr. Speaker, today’s working women
are the pioneers of tomorrow. As they
struggle to create more jobs, growth
and opportunity, let us make our gov-
ernment work for our women, not
against them; stand by their sides, not
ride on their backs.

Mr. Speaker, we must never forget
that working women have yet another
job waiting for them when they get
home at night. In our efforts to en-
hance and encourage the careers of
women, I am afraid we sometimes lose
sight of the fact that many of our
working women are also working
mothers. These working mothers need
the opportunity to balance their sched-
ules between work and home. After all,
meetings with our children are more
important than meetings with our
staffs.

I was a working mother of three, and
I understand there is no price tag put
on the time we spend away from our
families. That is why when I became
Mayor of Fort Worth several years ago,
I took an active interest in ensuring
our employees had the kind of sched-
ules necessary to take care of their
jobs and also take care of their fami-
lies.

One of the tools we used to help cre-
ate a family-friendly city hall was
comp time. This program allowed
workers to choose time off instead of
overtime pay. It is extraordinarily pop-
ular in the public sector, but it is still

not available in the private sector. Let
us help our working women by giving
workers in the private sector the same
choice.

Mr. Speaker, the working women of
America are essential to ensuring that
our Nation continues on a path of eco-
nomic growth and personal responsi-
bility. I urge my colleagues to support
measures which promote and protect
the dual role of American women as
leaders in the office and leaders at
home.

I want to thank the Women’s Caucus
for raising awareness about the impor-
tance of women’s issues.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
want to commend my colleague, the
gentlewoman from New York, for
bringing attention to these important
issues that affect women and for draw-
ing attention to the contributions that
women business owners have made.

It is true that women business own-
ers now employ more people than the
Fortune 500 companies combined in the
United States. They have made great
strides, but we know that women in the
work force still face discrimination in
many, many forms, both as business
owners and as employees.

Women in the work force today, as
we enter into the 21st century, still
earn only 74 cents for every dollar that
men earn at the very same jobs. This
persistent wage gap forces families
into poverty and deprives them of the
benefits that women would earn if only
they were men; that is, if only they
were men making more money at the
very same jobs.

This discrimination follows women
into their retirement. Because they
make less money through their work-
ing years, they have fewer private pen-
sions and they get fewer Social Secu-
rity benefits. Often they have less
health care coverage during their
working years, and so they bring into
their retirement years more disease.
They are less well.

I want to focus for a minute on the
issue of Medicare because now this
Congress is engaged in a great debate
on what we are going to do about Medi-
care. And I would say that while it is
important for Congress to ensure Medi-
care solvency in the future, any pro-
posal must protect women who receive
Medicare.

Of course, Medicare is a program that
serves both men and women, but
women comprise most of the bene-
ficiaries. Elderly women aged 65 out-
number elderly men three to two.
There are 20 million elderly women on
Medicare and another 2 million women
who are on Medicare because they re-
ceive Social Security disability bene-
fits. In fact, 58 percent of all elderly
beneficiaries are women.

Seventy-one percent of the bene-
ficiaries aged 85 or older are women.
That is, of course, because women live
longer than men do. Women aged 65
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years and older are more than twice as
likely as older men to live within 125
percent of the poverty line. That is to
say that they are twice as likely as
men to have to live on $10,000 a year or
less, and we know how hard that is.

Recently, older women were pro-
jected to spend over $200 a year more
on out-of-pocket health care costs than
men. And we know today that the el-
derly are spending a greater percentage
of their income on health care out-of-
pocket than they did when Medicare
was enacted in 1965. This is a particular
burden for women.

One of the proposals that has been on
the table that frightens me the most
and should frighten older women the
most is that of raising the eligibility
age for Medicare from 65 to 67. To un-
derscore how dangerous that would be,
currently there are a million people be-
tween the ages of 62 and 64 without in-
surance, and three out of five of those
are women. So currently the numbers
of uninsured people in the older age
groups are mostly women already.

Many women are uninsured because
they are younger than their already re-
tired husbands who are on Medicare
and they do not have employer-based
insurance themselves. Raising the eli-
gibility would deny people access to
health care during their early 60s and
would expand their need for more com-
plicated and expensive treatment in
later years.

There are many problems with some
of the proposals that are on the table,
but the reality of raising the age of eli-
gibility for Medicare is that it would
accomplish one thing, and that is, it
would increase the numbers of unin-
sured people. Because employers are
not looking for women aged 65 to 67 to
hire and to provide health care benefits
to, it would dramatically increase the
numbers of people who are uninsured,
and most of those people would be
women.

So I would say if we care about elder-
ly women in the United States, then we
want to make sure that we do not
agree to any proposal that increases
the age of eligibility.

b 1630

I thank my colleague from New York
for allowing me this time to speak on
this important issue.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Mrs.
BIGGERT).

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to salute our Nation’s women
business owners and to join my col-
leagues in the Congressional Women’s
Caucus in bringing to the forefront the
impressive contributions women busi-
ness owners are making to the strength
and vitality of our economy.

Over the past 2 decades, women-
owned businesses have been amongst
the fastest growing areas of our econ-
omy. In 1973, when I started my home-
based law practice, women owned less
than 5 percent of all businesses in the
United States. By 1997, that figure

jumped to 36 percent. Over the last dec-
ade, the number of women-owned firms
increased by 89 percent nationwide.
Employment nearly tripled and sales
nearly doubled.

Who are today’s women business
owners and how can we help ensure
that they are free to grow and prosper?
There are more than 8.5 million
women-owned businesses in the United
States, employing nearly 24 million
people. That is more than all of the
Fortune 500 companies combined.

Where do we do business? Every-
where. Today, women own businesses
in all sectors of the economy, not just
in the service sector or the so-called
traditional women-owned business
areas. In fact, the top growth indus-
tries for women-owned businesses in re-
cent years has been in construction,
wholesale trade, transportation, com-
munications, agribusiness, and manu-
facturing.

What is it that motivates women to
start their own businesses? The Na-
tional Foundation for Women Business
Owners surveyed women across the
country and found that nearly half
stated one of two reasons. A great idea
for a product or service, or the realiza-
tion that they could do for themselves
what they had previously done for an
employer. Frustrations with the cor-
porate environment, including feeling
unchallenged and experiencing a glass
ceiling were also cited as motivation
for women to become entrepreneurs.

The foundation also asked women
why they stay in business. Not surpris-
ingly, the greatest reward of business
ownership for women is gaining control
over their own fate, and the greatest
challenge of business ownership for
women is being taken seriously.

In my home State of Illinois, the
largest and most comprehensive wom-
en’s business assistance center has
thrived for 14 years. The Women’s Busi-
ness Development Center has served
over 30,000 women through counseling,
training, financial assistance, and new
marketing opportunities. Thanks in
part to the help of the center, in Illi-
nois there are now over 336,000 women-
owned businesses employing 23 percent
of all Illinois workers and generating
15 percent of the State’s business sales.

But despite the explosive growth in
women’s business ownership in the
United States, we still generate only 18
percent of all business revenues. So
there is still much work to be done,
and Congress can help accelerate the
growth and success of women-owned
businesses.

Women need new and more access to
market opportunities and to contracts
at all levels of government. Women
need access to technical assistance to
develop and grow their businesses.

Most importantly, like all businesses
in the United States, women-owned
businesses must be free from excessive
regulation and taxation, and they must
have access to markets for their prod-
ucts and services abroad.

I thank my colleague for allowing me
to participate today on this important
issue.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my colleague and friend from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank my colleagues, and par-
ticularly my friend from New York,
who put this together tonight and for
all who have spoken so eloquently in
honor of women and Women’s History
Month.

I come to the floor of the House
today to salute the mothers of Wom-
en’s History Month, the National Wom-
en’s History Project, known as ‘‘The
Project.’’ The Project is from the Sixth
Congressional District in California,
the district that I am so very proud to
represent.

Almost 1 year ago, I traveled to Sen-
eca Falls, New York, with a group of
my colleagues to celebrate our Na-
tion’s women, the 150th anniversary of
the Women’s Rights Movement. This
was truly a special occasion because
Sonoma County, which is where I live,
is the birthplace of the National Wom-
en’s History Project, the organization
responsible for the establishment of
Women’s History Month and a leader in
the 150th anniversary of the women’s
rights celebration.

The Project is a nonprofit edu-
cational organization founded in 1980.
They are committed to providing edu-
cational resources, recognizing and
celebrating women’s diverse lives and
historic contributions to society.
Today, The Project is repeatedly cited
by educators, by publishers and jour-
nalists as the national resource for in-
formation on U.S. women’s history.

Thanks to The Project’s efforts every
March, boys and girls across the coun-
try recognize and learn about women’s
struggles and contributions in science,
literature, business, politics, and
many, many other fields.

As recently as the 1970s, women’s his-
tory was virtually unknown, left out of
schoolbooks and classroom curriculum.
In 1978, as chairwoman of the Sonoma
County Commission on the Status of
Women, I was astounded by the lack of
focus on women in our education sys-
tem. Later, The Project petitioned
Congress to expand the national cele-
bration to the entire month of March.
Due to their efforts, Congress issued a
resolution declaring the month of
March to be Women’s History Month.

Each year since then, nationwide
programs and activities on women’s
history in schools, in workplaces, and
communities have been developed and
shared.

Under the leadership of Mary
Ruthsdotter and through the hard
work of these wonderful women, the
celebration of International Women’s
Day was expanded and declared by Con-
gress to be National Women’s History
Week.

Together, the women of the Project
succeeded in nationalizing the aware-
ness for women’s history. I want to ac-
knowledge Molly MacGregor for her
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thoughtful leadership and Lisl Christy,
Cindy Burnham, Jennifer Josephine
Moser, Suanne Otteman, Donna Kuhn,
Sunny Bristol, Denise Dawe, Kathryn
Rankin, and Sheree Fisk Williams.
They are the women that are at the
Project presently. All of these women
serve as leaders in the effort to educate
Americans of all ages about the con-
tributions of women in our society.

I also want to pay tribute to the
‘‘first lady’’ of Marin County, Cali-
fornia, just across the bridge from San
Francisco, part of my district. This
woman’s name is Vera Schultz. Vera
was the first woman on the Mill Val-
ley, California, City Council and the
first woman on the Marin County
Board of Supervisors.

Vera’s career in Marin County during
the late 1940’s and early 1950’s was a
pivotal era in Marin’s social and polit-
ical history. As the area grew in popu-
lation with the opening of the Golden
Gate Bridge, Vera had an important vi-
sion and dedicated herself to the
changing face of Marin County. Vera
faced great opposition to reforming an
unfair tax structure that would have
taxed newcomers at a higher rate, and
she also fought hard so that Marin
County could have the very best pos-
sible civic center.

Vera knew that Marin deserved the
best, so she got the best. Due to her
persistent prodding, in 1959, Frank
Lloyd Wright submitted his plan for
the Marin County Civic Center, and in
1960 construction began. Marin County
now has another precious treasure to
share with our country because of Vera
Schultz.

As I pay tribute to Women’s History
Month, I am truly grateful to Vera
Schultz and to all the devoted women
at the Project because of their contin-
ued commitment and for making an in-
delible mark on our country. We now
understand the importance of women
in our history.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
my friend, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend my colleague from New York
(Mrs. KELLY) for organizing and lead-
ing us in this wonderful opportunity to
speak here on the floor regarding
issues which we can give our attention
to, which really do affect women across
this country.

It is a real pleasure to hear the wide
range of emphases that have been men-
tioned already today, and we have
more coming. But whether it is women
in their own businesses, and as they
own and participate in business, wheth-
er it is the way Social Security affects
women and Medicare affects women in
all of these areas, there is much to
speak about pertaining to women in
this recognition of Women’s History
Month.

I want to rise today, Mr. Speaker, in
support of a most important piece of
legislation which is among us and at
our table in Congress today, and that is
the Breast and Cervical Cancer Treat-
ment Act.

Just 2 weeks ago, I joined the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ESHOO)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAZIO) in introducing this bipartisan
bill, which will help to treat low-in-
come women who have been diagnosed
with cancer.

In 1990, Congress took a very impor-
tant first step to fight breast cancer
and cervical cancer by authorizing a
screening program for low-income, un-
insured, or underinsured women
through the Centers for Disease Con-
trol; and they called this program the
National Breast and Cervical Cancer
Early Detection Program, and now it is
in place over this past decade in vir-
tually every part of our country.

Now, the problem is that while the
program covers screening services, it
does not cover treatment for women
who are found to be positive and in
need of services through this screening
program. Thus, these vulnerable, poor
women are left to an ad hoc patchwork
of providers, volunteers, and charity
care programs, making their treatment
unpredictable, delayed, and in so many
cases incomplete and resulting in real-
ly disastrous results for themselves
and their families.

Approximately 3,600 women per year
are diagnosed through the National
Breast and Cervical Cancer Early De-
tection Program. And now that they
are diagnosed, they need services. All
the screening in the world will not help
if women who are diagnosed with the
disease do not have access to quality
treatment for their condition.

And so, the Breast and Cervical Can-
cer Treatment Act, which is before us
now, gives States the opportunity and
the option to provide Medicaid cov-
erage to uninsured or underinsured
women who have been diagnosed
through the early detection program
but cannot afford treatment.

I was very heartened a couple of
weeks ago to notice in our first hearing
in the Subcommittee on Health and
Environment of the Committee on
Commerce that the hearing that we
held on this particular issue that there
was unanimous, it seemed, and very bi-
partisan support for enacting this leg-
islation.

And I was pleased that one of my
constituents, Dr. John Cox, the Direc-
tor of Student Services at the Univer-
sity of California at Santa Barbara,
was one of the expert witnesses; and
the various people who presented were
lauded by both sides of the aisle for
their recognition that this early detec-
tion program is working well. But what
it is uncovering is the need for services
for these very women.

With that enthusiasm that we felt in
the room that day, the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. ESHOO) and I and
some other members of the committee
have set aside Mother’s Day as our goal
for obtaining 218 cosponsors on the bill
to bring it to the floor for a vote. What
better way to honor mothers across the
Nation this year than by providing this
life-saving treatment?
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Mr. Speaker, I pledge my commit-

ment to working in a bipartisan man-
ner, and I know my colleagues today
will be joining that effort, toward pass-
ing the Breast and Cervical Cancer
Treatment Act.

This bill is widely supported by wom-
en’s health groups and is a top priority
for the breast cancer community, in-
cluding the National Breast Cancer Co-
alition and the California Breast Can-
cer Coalition.

Over 100 Members of Congress, both
Democrats and Republicans, men and
women, have already signed on to be
original cosponsors. I urge my other
colleagues to sign on as well.

I cannot think of a better Mother’s
Day gift for women across the Nation
than to pass this legislation.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. I thank the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
KELLY) for letting us share this par-
ticular special order with America. I do
not think there is any week with any
more importance or month as signifi-
cant as Women’s History Week. The
contributions of women in this country
are so outstanding until if every
woman in Washington were to be here
today, they could not say enough about
what women have done. On both the
local, State and national level, women
have made significant contributions to
our society and they will continue to
do so. Our role in government is in-
creasing. Our role in the health med-
ical sciences is increasing. Our role in
science is increasing. Our role in every
facet of American culture is increas-
ing. But most of all, Mr. Speaker,
women now are sort of the bedrock of
the family. We seek to be the glue to
hold it together. Regardless of what
phase of life that we participate in, we
still feel that we have the family as our
most significant contribution. We give,
we yield, we culture, we nurture our
children and we do our best to have
them grow into outstanding individ-
uals.

I came today to talk about a health
problem that is so devastating to
young women. Many of my colleagues
may not have ever heard of this dis-
ease. It is called lupus. It kills women
in their childbearing years. It cripples
them. It maims them. It makes them
feel as if they have no life-style at all.
When you hear the word again, you
will say, that is a devastating disease
that is pretty much outstanding in sig-
nificance and incidence among young
women. It is serious, it is inflam-
matory, and for the past 6 years I have
tried to get this bill authorized in the
Congress so that the National Insti-
tutes of Health would receive at least
20 to $50 million a year for research
into lupus. If you could see some of the
young women that become seriously
impaired by lupus, you would say to
the health subcommittee of Labor-
HHS, that is a disease that needs to be
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stopped. The immune system becomes
so overreactive that it goes out of con-
trol. The antibodies in the woman’s
body attack her other tissues. This
causes inflammation, causes redness,
swelling, and it affects women nine
times more than it does men. Between
1.4 to 2 million Americans have been
diagnosed with this disease. There are
so many cases that go undiagnosed and
that doctors cannot many times diag-
nose lupus. Many times the diagnosis
for lupus is worse than the treatment,
and doctors are not very adept at find-
ing out whether or not a woman has
lupus or not. Our body’s immune sys-
tem is known for protecting the body,
but if a woman has lupus, the immune
system just goes haywire, it loses its
ability to tell the difference. It is not
infectious, it is not rare, it is not can-
cerous, but it is not well known. It is
more prevalent than AIDS, Mr. Speak-
er, sickle cell anemia, cerebral palsy,
multiple sclerosis and cystic fibrosis
combined. So you can see what a dev-
astating disease it is and its impact on
women. It is so important that during
Women’s History Month that I call
America’s attention to this dev-
astating disease and how much it is
leading to the impairment of women.

I can relate to lupus firsthand. I had
a sister to die from it. There are so
many people here in this Congress who
have had relatives. I have had several
hearings on lupus. We are losing our
children, Mr. Speaker, we are losing
our sisters, our mothers, grandmothers
and friends. We need to really do some-
thing about this deadly disease. We
need to say to NIH, look, more re-
search is supposed to be done on this
disease. There has to be a cure. Amer-
ican women are at high risk for this
deadly and debilitating disease. There
is a need for more professional aware-
ness. That is why I am glad that my
wonderful colleague gave me this op-
portunity to come to the floor and
speak about lupus because of its sig-
nificance to women and during Wom-
en’s History Week. We must fight those
diseases that cause morbidity and mor-
tality among the ranks of women.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) the cochairwoman of the
House Women’s Caucus.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. I
thank the gentlewoman for organizing
this special order and for her fine lead-
ership in this body this year and other
years in support of women’s issues and
family issues. I was elected in 1992, the
so-called Year of the Woman, when
many Americans voted for women can-
didates not as a slogan but as a force to
be reckoned with. We came to Con-
gress. There were 48 of us. Our presence
did make a difference in doubling mon-
eys for health care for women and ac-
cess to clinics, in child care, in edu-
cation, in many, many areas. And we
have made progress since then in the
number of women that are elected.

In 1999 there are 89 women who hold
statewide offices across this country,

and there are other positive signs.
There are now three women governors,
58 women in the House, and nine
women Senators. In fact, the First
Lady might even choose to run for the
Senate in New York State. We have
women in posts that never have been
held before. We have the first woman
to ever serve as Secretary of State, At-
torney General, Chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, head of the
National Science Foundation, and
many, many more.

But I am still concerned that women
did not receive the vote until 1920, a
right that we should have been born
with. In fact, my mother was born
without the right to vote. We all owe a
great debt to the many women who
came before us, on whose shoulders we
stand, who worked for and fought for
women’s rights, Alice Paul, Susan B.
Anthony, Lucretia Mott, Carrie Chap-
man Catt and many, many others, be-
cause the vote is so important. The
vote is what enables women to be not
only at the kitchen table but the peace
table, the economic development table,
the congressional table. It is important
that we as Members of Congress sup-
port other women in other countries as
they work for and gain the right to
vote.

Earlier today, a resolution passed
this House authored by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY)
and the chairman of the International
Relations Committee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN). It was
supported by every Member of this
body. It congratulated Qatar on the
first ever election to be held where men
and women could vote and where
women could stand for that right.

The gentlewoman from New York
and I traveled all the way to the tip of
the Gulf to be part of this historic and
important event. It was held on March
8, International Woman’s Day. What
better way to celebrate the progress
and advancement of women and girls
throughout the world than by giving
women the right to vote and stand for
office in an emerging democracy in the
Gulf. The Gulf Cooperation Council,
which is in the area, this is the first
such election to take place, and we
hope it will encourage the movement
forward in other countries.

In comparison, Kuwait has an elected
parliament which exercises limited leg-
islative and oversight powers, but
women are not allowed to vote. In
Oman they have an elected consultive
council; however, only selected male
and female citizens are enfranchised,
and the Sultan retains the final say
over who is part of that council.
Bahrain had an elected parliament
which was dissolved by the Emir in
1975, and the United Arab Emirates and
Saudi Arabia have no elected institu-
tions. So we hope this historic election
in Qatar will be a banner, a leadership
step for the region.

We live now in a world economy and
we must recognize that democracies
help us in our shared world with stable

environments and really improved
rights for individuals. It was very ex-
citing for the gentlewoman from New
York and myself to meet the six
women who were running for office.
One almost won. She lost by 24 votes,
but next time we hope that she will
win. It looked very much like an Amer-
ican election, with banners and rallies
and meetings, just good plain cam-
paigning.

Any democracy is a journey. It is one
that begins with many steps. This was
the first step towards a full parliamen-
tary election. It was for an advisory
council. But it is an important first
step. Seeing the faces of the individ-
uals reminded me very much of the
faces that I saw on television of our
brothers and sisters in South Africa
when they first received the right to
vote. It was exciting, it was historic
and it was wonderful to be there. But
as we work here in Congress, we are
working every day to help women and
families and children.

Just this week, along with the gen-
tlewoman from New York, we intro-
duced a very important bill that will
provide screening and protection for
breast cancer and prostate cancer.
Roughly 1,500 cancer-related deaths per
day take place in our country. Early
detection of cancer through screening
can extend a patient’s life, reduce
treatment time and cost, and improve
a person’s quality of life. The first step
we need to take to reduce the number
of cancer-related deaths is to increase
access to screening exams in the pri-
vate sector.

In 1997, Congress, through the
Balanced Budget Amendment, included
a bill that Barbara Vucanovich and I
had authored in 1992. Barbara was a
survivor of breast cancer. It called for
the coverage of annual mammograms
for women in Medicare. It was very im-
portant that this bill passed and was
part of the Balanced Budget Amend-
ment. It will save hundreds of thou-
sands of lives.

The bill we introduced will extend
these same benefits to Americans
under the age of 65 if they are at risk
and if the patient and their doctor
know that such a test is needed. Most
insurance companies provide coverage
for some cancer screening, but that
coverage is inconsistent and often does
not provide coverage for the appro-
priate type of screening test given a
person’s risk level. My office has re-
ceived comments from not only col-
leagues and constituents but doctors
who talk about plans that do not cover
tests that are needed to save lives and
to prevent cancer from growing. If it is
caught in the beginning, it is a very
minor procedure. Yet if it continues to
a more life-threatening stage, it is not
only costly in terms of suffering but
also in terms of medical dollars.
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This bill assures that all individuals

with health insurance are guaranteed
coverage for important cancer screen-
ing tests such as mammograms and
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prostate cancer screening. Science has
proven that these screening exams
work. If a doctor and patient have de-
cided together that the patient would
benefit from a screening exam, insur-
ance companies should not have the
right to deny coverage of a potentially
lifesaving exam. This bill will save
lives and lower the cost of treating
cancer by increasing the rates of early
detection.

We have worked together on a num-
ber of bills, not only in health care, but
in child care, in helping women-owned
businesses and strengthening edu-
cational opportunities for our young
people and our people who are dis-
placed from work, and I look very, very
much forward to working with my col-
leagues in the Women’s Caucus, espe-
cially the gentlewoman from New York
(Mrs. KELLY) who has been an out-
standing leader in so many issues, par-
ticularly those that help women in
business, women, children and families.

I want to note that the Women’s Cau-
cus has probably been the most suc-
cessful caucus in a bipartisan way of
actually passing and enacting legisla-
tion. It was my privilege to work with
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON) last year when
we really enacted into law many im-
portant measures to help women, chil-
dren and families, and the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) on the other side of the aisle.

So I thank my colleague, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY),
for organizing this special order for
women’s history. We have to realize
that we are making history every day
as we work here to strengthen the
rights that so many women gave their
lives for as they worked to gain the
right to vote for women in this coun-
try. I thank her for going to Qatar with
us and being part of that exciting elec-
tion, and I thank all my colleagues for
going on record and voting in support
of the elections and the right for
women to stand for office in Qatar.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from the District of
Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding to me,
and I especially thank her for her ini-
tiative in organizing this special order.

Mr. Speaker, I am a former Chair of
the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, have spent much of my
life working on women’s issues. Many
of them are discrimination issues,
many of them are not, and if you would
ask the average woman which of the
literally hundreds of women’s issues
are more important, you would have a
hard time coming up with a single an-
swer. But I think you would probably
find more women saying that pay
today is important than any other
issue, and that is because women are
out here and have to be out here work-
ing.

Senator TOM HARKIN and I simulta-
neously introduced the Fair Pay Act
just before recess because Equal Pay

Day, when we would have introduced
it, occurred when Congress was out of
session. Equal Pay Day is a day that
women in the year, usually four
months, earn about what men earn
during the entire prior year.

Thereafter we had a meeting at the
White House with the Chief of Staff,
John Podesta. At that meeting I asked
that the President use Equal Pay Day
to do an event to raise the profile of
pay issues because they already high
with the people of the United States,
and to his credit the President and the
First Lady had an event attended by
several hundred women leaders on
April 7 where, interestingly, they did
not lecture us but invited in women,
four women, to tell their own pay sto-
ries.

Why does pay carry so much weight
today? Even women who live in two-
parent families, two-thirds of them
work. In year-round wages you have
women up to somewhere in the 70s. It
has bounced between 70 and 75 percent
during this decade. The source of the
progress we have made in the last 20
years has been largely a thin slice of
women at the highly-trained level, and
sadly, because of the decline in mens’
wages, women are catching up.

There are a number of bills, and I
support them all, but I wanted to say
just a word about the Fair Pay Act, be-
cause if you want to meet the problem
of the average woman today who
works, it will not even be an equal pay,
as much as we still have to do in that.
It will be an equivalent pay for equiva-
lent jobs in traditional women’s occu-
pations. It is the mainstream women’s
occupations that are undervalued.

Regardless of their education, the
women now get more bachelors de-
grees, and women finish high school
more often than men, women cannot
catch up, and it is largely because even
when they have working jobs where
they have the same skill, effort, re-
sponsibility and working conditions as
men, they are not paid the same so
that if a woman is an emergency serv-
ices operator and a man is a fire dis-
patcher, he is going to earn more
money even though they both may
have 2 years of community college.

The Fair Pay Act therefore says that
discrimination in jobs that are equiva-
lent in skill, effort, responsibility and
working conditions should be paid the
same, and it would add that to the law.
Equivalent pay for equivalent jobs is
going to be the issue of the next dec-
ade, just as the issue of the 1960’s when
we got the Equal Pay Act was equal
pay for equal jobs. The Fair Pay Act
does not tamper with the market sys-
tem because the woman has to show
that the reason for the disparity is not
market factors but discrimination.

I would like to go through and talk
about the women who appeared at the
White House on April 7, but in def-
erence to the woman who still may
want to speak during this special
order, I would like to conclude by say-
ing that I think we are off to a good

start and we ought to keep before the
House this entire term the importance
of women’s issues.

I congratulate the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. KELLY) who organized
this special order, and I congratulate
her strong partner, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY), for her
work in a bipartisan manner with the
gentlewoman from her own home state.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to make sure that the gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia (Ms.
NORTON) had completed her sharing
with us over the pay equity, which is so
important for the full House to under-
stand, so I want to, if I may, yield addi-
tional time as she may want to con-
clude that statement. She was so gra-
cious.

Ms. NORTON. That is very kind of
the gentlewoman and very typical of
her.

Unless the gentlewoman from New
York needs that time, I do think it
would greatly illustrate my point to
have some examples.

Mrs. KELLY. If the gentlewoman will
just manage to fit it in, I think like in
21⁄2 minutes, it is fine. I personally
would like to hear the examples, Mr.
Speaker, and I would be delighted to
have her take that time if she would
like to have it.

Ms. NORTON. I very much appreciate
it. It will take just a couple of minutes.

These are the women that came. One
my colleagues may have read about, a
woman from Massachusetts Institute
of Technology who is a molecular biol-
ogist who is at the top, who never
dreamed of herself as a victim of dis-
crimination, at the top at MIT of a
tenured professor, the top of the scale.
Then she found out that she was mak-
ing 20 percent less than men who had
come at the same time, had done the
same amount of work, and she talked
to other women, found 14 other tenured
women had precisely the same cir-
cumstance. To MIT’s credit, instead of
becoming defensive, MIT said, ‘‘Let us
do a study. We’re scientists, let us
study,’’ and have been decided to bring
up the women’s pay. That is the exam-
ple, it seems to me, that we want to
put forward.

Sanya Tyler who is the head women’s
coach, basketball coach, at Howard
University sued Howard University.
She now compliments Howard Univer-
sity because our university has now
moved forward to rectify a situation
where the only team that was winning
was the girls’ basketball team, and yet
they had disparities in everything from
facilities to her own pay. Her pay was
brought up, and again the employer
has moved forward instead of becoming
defensive.

Patricia Higgins, a nurse from Cleve-
land, Ohio, who testified that her
daughter wanted to be a nurse, but the
fact is she is a pharmacist. People who
are not doing the same job, had no
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more training, did not work in the
high-pressured nursing and high-skilled
nursing that she did and yet earned
more money, and she expects that she
is now in a union organizing drive, and
she thinks that AFSCME is simply
going to be able to negotiate up the
salaries of the nurses so that they are
equivalent to the salaries of the phar-
macists.

These were three of the most salient
examples, and I think when America
hears those examples, America wants
to do something about it.

I very much thank the gentlewoman
from New York, and I particularly
thank the gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON).

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON); however I would like
to retain 1 minute for myself.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I really
wanted to congratulate the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY) as
well as the gentlewoman who is also
from New York, our colleague (Mrs.
MALONEY), in holding this special order
and allowing me to participate and to
thank them for raising issues that are
important to women in our commu-
nities and in our Nation. I particularly
am interested in supporting the effort
of encouraging women to take leader-
ship roles in emerging countries. I was
pleased to be voting on the bill that al-
lowed that to happen.

I encourage also the whole enterprise
effort of women who are now becoming
the growing percentage of small busi-
ness people, so those issues that would
allow our families not only to be via-
ble, but also to be businesswomen and
to be striving as businesswomen, not
just existing.

I just want to bring up one issue, and
I will conclude. That is the issue of
child care. If we are going to talk
about ability for mothers to go out to
work, they have to be concerned about
child care.

I am introducing a bill where we will
provide tax credit not only for child
care, but also for the training of child
care workers to make sure that we can
assure quality child care for mothers
who need that so desperately. So issues
about income, issues about leadership
and issues about our children and child
care are very much issues about fami-
lies, and I want to support that and
urge my colleagues also to be ready to
support those initiatives that come in.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I do not
think I will take all of the remaining
time, but I want to note that many
women have spoken here this after-
noon, and, as you can see, women’s in-
terests in Congress cover a vast array
of legislation. One of the positive
things about the House Women’s Cau-
cus is our ability to recognize that we,
working together, can affect the course
of legislation in the United States Con-
gress and hopefully, therefore, make
life better for all of the families,
women and children in the United
States.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the members of the Women’s Caucus

for having this Special Order tonight and for
allowing me the opportunity to speak. I would
like to focus on the issue of Domestic Vio-
lence against women. The dynamics of do-
mestic violence can be as subtle as verbal at-
tacks or as overt as murder. Nationwide, one
out of every four women of all women has
been battered at some point in their lives.

Violence against women destroys families,
takes the lives of women and their children,
and it traumatizes the young people who wit-
ness it. It is a well documented fact that chil-
dren who witness violence in the home grow
up to repeat the same patterns as adults.

The tragedy of violence against women is
not just a personal problem, it is a community
crisis. It is up to the community to get involved
to address this issue.

Domstic violence affects women of all races
and socio-economic backgrounds. A high per-
centage of these victims are women of color.
African-American women account for 16% of
the women who have been physically abused
by a husband or partner in the last five years.

According to the Houston Area Women’s
Center, over 1100 women in Houston called
for counseling services in 1997 for family vio-
lence. This counseling included services for
women with children and teenagers who have
also survived violence.

This figure only accounts for the women
who have sought help. There are others who
continue to suffer in silence. There were also
102 women in Houston who were killed by
their partners in 1997.

We all have heard the stories of women
who have suffered abuse. In my district I have
heard the personal stories of domestic abuse
survivors and I have also heard the tragic ac-
counts of women who lost their lives at the
hands of their partners.

One of my staff members recounted for me
a story from her days at Legal Aid. A young
woman with three children came in for assist-
ance to get permanent custody of her three
small children. She had suffered from years of
abuse from her husband and she had finally
decided to leave him.

Although her husband continued to harass
and threaten her, this brave young women
came to seek help in defiance of his threats.
She declared that she was better off poor and
alone than dead. This woman’s story is inspir-
ing because she made the decision to speak
out about her situation. This means that we
must continue our efforts to get domestic vio-
lence out in the open.

I hope that domestic violence will continue
to be viewed as a serious public health issue
that deserves our attention. We must encour-
age women to speak out and to seek help. As
a community, we must provide support, en-
couragement and compassion.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join
my Colleague from New York—SUE KELLY for
her leadership—and the other Members of the
Congressional Caucus on Women’s Issues in
the special order. As the senior woman in the
House, by virtue of seniority, I have been la-
boring in these vineyards for many years. I am
always pleased to have fresh recruits. So I
welcome all the Congresswomen to this spe-
cial order today.

ALL ISSUES ARE WOMEN’S ISSUES

When I first ran for Congress, my experi-
ence was that every interview with every re-
porter started off with the same set of ques-
tion: ‘‘What is your position on the ‘women’s
issues?’’

And my response was alway the same: all
issues are women’s issues. And I still believe
that.

But I have to tell you, when I got to Wash-
ington, I found that some of the ‘‘women’s
issues—the ‘‘family issues’’—weren’t being ad-
dressed by the men in power. Things like child
support enforcement and women’s health
issues and family safety issues. It wasn’t that
the men were opposed to these issues—they
just didn’t get it. They were not sufficiently
aware of them.

So I realized, in many important areas—if
we women in government don’t take action, no
one else will.

NEED MORE WOMEN

That’s why we need more women in Con-
gress.

That’s why we need more women State leg-
islators.

That’s why we need more women Gov-
ernors.

That’s why we need more women in the
County Courthouses, the Township Municipal
buildings and the City Halls.

Of course, there are countless issues that
have been thrust into the national spotlight
due in large part to the efforts of women in
Congress—health care, equal pay, family and
medical leave, education to name just a few.

I would like to take a moment to examine
one issue upon which women lead.

Child support enforcement
The first issue stems from the national epi-

demic of child support neglect. This epidemic
of shame affects over 20 million families
where parents ignore both the financial and
psychological needs of their children

I have a long history of standing up for child
support enforcement, having been a pioneer
on child support reforms and having served on
the U.S. Commission for Inter-State Child
Support Enforcement. It’s a national disgrace
that our child support enforcement system
continues to allow so many parents who can
afford to provide for their children’s support—
both financially and psychologically—to shirk
these obligations.

Among those due support, about 50% re-
ceived the full amount, about a 25% received
partial payment and about 25% received
NOTHING. In 1991, of the total $17.7 billion
owed for child support, $5.8 billion was not
paid! This figure is unconscionable!!

Through the years, Congress has taken
many concrete steps to crack down on child
support deadbeats. The most recent major re-
form was contained in the landmark welfare
reform legislation we passed in 1996—
beacuse after all, child support enforcement
reform is welfare prevention.

Now we have another opportunity to
strengthen the child support enforcement net-
work.

One of the major unfinished items of busi-
ness from the last Congress is bankruptcy re-
form. Indeed the Leadership has indicate that
bankruptcy reform will considered in the
House in the next few weeks.

I am very pleased that the Bankruptcy Re-
form Act of 1999, H.R. 833, introduced by
Representative GEKAS, strengthens child sup-
port enforcement in a bankruptcy proceeding.
H.R. 833 does the following: (1) Makes child
support payments number one when deter-
mining which debts are paid first in a bank-
ruptcy case (2) confirmation and discharge of
Chapter 13 plans are made conditional upon
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the Debtor’s complete payment of child sup-
port (3) provides that the automatic stay
DOES NOT apply to a state child support col-
lection agency trying to recover child support
payments.

I will be working with Chairman GEKAS and
Representative CLAY SHAW to further refine
and improve the language that will eventually
be included in the final bill.

It is important to remember that failure to
pay child support is not a victimless crime.
The children are the first and most important
victims. We must ensure that these children
are taken care of and I will continue my relent-
less effort in this pursuit.

Remember, All issues are women’s issues’’,
nevertheless, women and children are some-
times victims because of indifference or lack
of sensitivity. We pledge here today to give
them the sensitivity they need.

Ms. SANCHEZ. What a century this has
been for the advancement of women’s rights
in America. Women vote, we own businesses,
we explore outer space. We fight in our na-
tion’s armed services, we represent our fellow
citizens in our legislature, courts and state
houses, and we have a greater role in U.S.
public policy than ever before. But first and
foremost among these accomplishments is the
ability to control our own economic destinies.

I am here tonight to salute women business
owners who have helped this remarkable
change grow. And in particular, I praise the
Women’s Economic Summit, one of the first
gatherings of its kind. It is planting the seeds
for even greater future successes, and I am
proud to be a part of that progress.

Women everywhere build their success on
that of the women who have gone before
them. Tonight I salute women business own-
ers for their work in making the American
dream available to our friends and daughters.
f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GOR-
TON, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. CONRAD,
Mrs. BOXER, and Mrs. MURRAY, be the
conferees on the part of the Senate to
the bill (H. Con. Res. 68) ‘‘A concurrent
resolution establishing the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2000 and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2009.’’
f

OVERWHELMING NEGLECT: THE
ARITHMETIC OF FEDERAL AID
TO EDUCATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to clearly label my discussion this
evening with a topic. I want to call it
‘‘Overwhelming Neglect: The Arith-
metic of Federal Aid to Education.’’

Overwhelming Neglect: The Arith-
metic of Federal Aid to Education, and
I am pleased that this special order has
fallen in a period when there may be

large numbers of school-going young-
sters, students in high school and ele-
mentary school and junior high school,
awake, and maybe a few will be listen-
ing.
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I want to address a large part of my
remarks to those students, and I assure
them that what I have to say will not
be complicated. I am not going to talk
in terms of complex and abstract ideas.
I am going to talk about the simple
arithmetic of Federal aid to education,
no higher mathematics, no logarithms,
no differential equations and calculus,
nothing complicated, just simple arith-
metic.

I want the students of America out
there attending school to join me in
trying to educate my colleagues here
in the House of Representatives and in
the whole Washington decision-making
arena. There is something wrong with
decision-making in Washington at this
point about education, something radi-
cally wrong.

I think we need the children, the stu-
dents, younger minds, to come to the
aid of the decision-making circles here.
We have some decision-making circles
with closed minds. We are hemmed in
and smothered by some conventional
thinking and we need a breakthrough,
and I am going to call on the children
of America to help us make this break-
through.

There is some simple arithmetic we
should start with. The arithmetic be-
gins with an allocation of priorities
here in terms of time and attention
and money based on the priorities that
are established by the American peo-
ple. In other words, we live and die by
opinion polls here in Washington. Pub-
lic opinion polls are very important to
the Republicans, they are important to
the Democrats, they are important to
the White House. Everybody is con-
cerned about what the public thinks
and we spend a lot of time and energy
discussing public opinion polls.

There are a large amount of re-
sources committed to finding out what
is it that the public thinks. The impact
of public opinion polls, of course, can
be tremendous on public policy. We saw
the impact of public opinion on the im-
peachment proceedings which the Re-
publican Party insisted on going ahead
with despite the fact that common
sense, as reflected by public opinion,
the common sense of the American
people dictated that it was a wasteful
venture, kind of a silly venture and
that is what it turned out to be. So
public opinion can sometimes be ig-
nored by powerful forces here that
refuse to listen.

Right now we have a war in Kosovo
which public opinion, I think, will play
a great role in determining what else
do we do, where do we go in terms of
United States policy.

For good or ill, sometimes public
opinion is not so desirable in terms of
the results that I think we need. I did
not agree with public opinion when we

had a dictator, self-imposed Army dic-
tator, in Haiti for 3 years. They got rid
of the lawful government and they sat
there and they would not move, and ne-
gotiations went on and on and on.

I wanted to go in and restore the
rightful president of Haiti, elected
leader of Haiti, and if it took troops to
do that, armed intervention, then I was
in favor of that. Two-thirds of the
American people said no. Two-thirds of
the Congress said no. I am glad that
the President did not listen to public
opinion in that case. I am glad that he
went ahead and took some decisive ac-
tion and it all worked out in the inter-
est of not only the people of Haiti but
in the interest of democracy in this
hemisphere.

I am glad that Abraham Lincoln did
not listen to the opinion of his cabinet
when he signed the Emancipation Proc-
lamation. All the votes were against
the Emancipation Proclamation which
set the slaves free, but he went ahead
and signed it anyhow.

So there are times when public opin-
ion, I admit, I may not agree with it
but we do listen to it. We do listen to
it.

I want to call upon the decision-
makers in this Congress and in the
whole Washington arena to listen to
public opinion on the issue of edu-
cation. Public opinion has been speak-
ing not sporadically but consistently
over a long period of time about the
priority it assigns to education.

The great majority of the American
people say that government assistance
to education ranks highest on their list
of priorities, and it has been among the
top priorities in the last 5 years.

Education consistently, the Amer-
ican people say, needs help. We need
government at every level to do more
for education and certainly we need the
Federal Government to do more be-
cause the Federal Government really
does very little in terms of dollar
value. The Federal Government is re-
sponsible for less than 8 percent of the
total budget for education in general.
That includes college education, where
most of the money goes. So the Federal
Government should do more. The pub-
lic keeps saying that.

Just to refresh everyone’s memory,
let me cite the polls generally. Wheth-
er taken by Republicans or Democrats,
they are saying that education ranks
number one. Seventy-four percent of
the American people consider edu-
cation as a number one priority. We
might think it is Social Security be-
cause we hear more talk about saving
Social Security. Among the elected of-
ficials and political leaders of both par-
ties, Social Security is on everybody’s
lips. So Social Security is important.
However, it is the second highest con-
cern. Seventy-one percent rank Social
Security as the highest priority.

Crime reduction is the third. Health
care reform is the fourth. Eliminating
poverty is the fifth. Tax cuts are the
sixth. Jobs, number seven; getting rid
of the national debt, number eight;
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campaign finance reform, number nine.
Here is a list of priorities with edu-
cation at the very top.

By the way, I have not mentioned de-
fense. Defense expenditures and in-
creases in government aid for defense
does not even score. It is not on the
chart. It is not on the chart. It is not
ranked. So one would think that the
priorities that we set here in Wash-
ington would have some relationship to
the priorities which public opinion has
set. One would think that there would
be a correlation between what the
American people say they want govern-
ment to do and what we are actually
proceeding to do here in Washington,
in the Congress and in the White
House.

Is there a priority? Is there a correla-
tion? Well, on the surface, it may seem
so because on the surface we have a lot
of talk about education. Both Repub-
licans and Democrats have all seized
the issue in terms of public relations
and spin, in terms of getting out press
releases, in terms of posturing. Every-
body wants to make it appear that
they are concerned with education.

However, when we look at the budg-
et, when we look at the arithmetic, we
find that there is a very shallow com-
mitment. When we look at the arith-
metic, we will find that education is
not a priority. The arithmetic of the
budget, the allocation of resources, of
dollars, it places education way down
on the list of priorities. Defense, which
is not even in the top ten, defense is
the highest priority for both Demo-
crats and Republicans, if we measure
priorities according to the amount of
money they are willing to appropriate.

Now, defense we often say is the busi-
ness of the national government; the
Federal Government is defense, so it is
natural that defense should be the very
highest priority. But why a big in-
crease in defense at a time like this?
Why do we have to have a tremendous
increase proposed for defense before
the arms intervention in Kosovo?

We have to pay separately for that.
Most people do not know it, but the de-
fense budget is for something else be-
sides fighting wars. When we went into
the Gulf War, we had to have a special
appropriation for that. Any special
armed intervention, any deployment of
our forces in large measure, we have
special appropriations. So we are going
to have to have a special appropriation
for Kosovo. We are already in Yugo-
slavia, to the tune of $8 billion. Our
armed forces are in Yugoslavia, in Bos-
nia, and part of Croatia and carrying
out a peace plan. So we have spent up
to $8 billion already. All of that money
is appropriated on top of the defense
budget.

So let us leave out Kosovo for a mo-
ment, although I think that Kosovo is
certainly important to what I have to
say today, and I am going to mention
Kosovo because I think Kosovo is an
example of how the military strength
of the United States is very important
in the present world.

We are the last superpower and
Kosovo certainly would not be possible
if it were not for the participation of
this American superpower in that
intervention.

What do I think of that intervention?
I think it is very important that the
American people support the interven-
tion into Kosovo, just as I thought it
was important to intervene in Haiti
and to follow up a long list of various
efforts that were made to resolve the
problem peacefully. We negotiated and
we negotiated and we negotiated but
the predators in Haiti, the vicious, sav-
age people who were killing people
every day and killed nearly 5,000 of
their own people, they were not about
to back down just via negotiations.

Slobodan Milosevic in Yugoslavia,
Serbia, is the same breed of character.
He is a sovereign predator. He and his
gang are in control of the tanks. They
have control of the machine guns. They
have control of the arms might of the
Nation and they are not about to stop
the genocidal destruction of Kosovo.
They are not about to stop it via peace-
ful negotiations.

I want to pause and comment on
Kosovo because a strong nation must
be strong across the board, and our
military strength is very important for
now and for the future. Even our mili-
tary strength is weakened and jeopard-
ized by the fact that we are blind to
the need for a greater investment in
education. We are blind to the need to
make the investment now in order to
guarantee that we will not have short-
ages in the future anywhere, shortages
in our military personnel who are capa-
ble of running a high tech military op-
eration or shortages in the civilian sec-
tor, in any area of the civilian sector,
information technology, teachers.

We have a lot of shortages that have
been projected as a result of the fact
that not enough people are being edu-
cated in this country. Not enough peo-
ple are in the colleges now in various
fields that are threatened with great
numbers of vacancies. To be specific
about the military, the aircraft carrier
that we launched recently, the super
aircraft carrier like none other in the
world, was short of personnel. Almost
300 staff members that they needed for
that aircraft carrier, they could not
find them. They were short of per-
sonnel. They could not fully staff the
last great aircraft carrier that was
launched by the United States Navy.

Why could they not staff it? We have
a Nation of almost 260 million people.
In a nation of 260 million people, we
cannot find enough people to staff an
aircraft carrier? It is because we are
not talking about simple bodies. We do
not need just a physical body, a man or
a woman to stand there and staff the
aircraft carrier. We need people who
have some orientation, some orienta-
tion toward a computerized world and
can be trained to run a high tech air-
craft carrier. They need a certain kind
of people. They still need certain kinds
of people.

There are other shortages. Already I
mentioned in Kosovo, we have got
shortages of fuel tank pilots, tanker pi-
lots. One might have picked that up if
they were listening to the news, be-
cause it came out in the regular news.
One does not have to listen to C–SPAN
to get serious things like that. I think
I heard it twice. I think I heard it
again on C–SPAN, but certainly I heard
it on the regular news. Tanker pilots in
shortage. They are going to find other
shortages soon. In a high tech world
where we cannot just take a body, an
individual and throw them into an ac-
tivity and expect them to perform, we
need educated people.

So it does not matter where we look.
Economic security or military secu-
rity, whatever, it is threatened by the
fact that we are not measuring up to
the economic challenge.
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Now, back to Kosovo, do I think we
should be in Kosovo? Do I think that
should be a challenge that the Amer-
ican superpower should take on, the so-
called, what I like to call, in agree-
ment with President Clinton, the indis-
pensable Nation?

We are the indispensable Nation in
terms of certain kinds of activities in
the world. In this particular instance, I
do not think we would be in Kosovo if
this indispensable Nation did not play
an indispensable role.

I was going to make a statement on
the Floor earlier, but did not get a
chance today, so I am going to make
my statement on Kosovo right here,
because I do think it relates to edu-
cation. It relates to the need for the in-
dispensable Nation to have the most
educated population, not only military,
but we need more diplomats, we need
more people who are able to deal with
the details. We need all kinds of spe-
cialists to take care of the various
kinds of problems of the world which
require people who have a great deal of
technical competence.

On Kosovo, I call Kosovo a campaign
of compassion. It is a campaign of com-
passion, and this Nation should be
proud of the fact that it has provided a
leadership role in this campaign of
compassion. The U.S.-NATO military
intervention in Kosovo is not driven by
any vested interests, any financial in-
terests, or any strategic hidden agenda.
That is not the case.

There are some cynics who say, well,
we would not be over there if it was not
for something. Tell me, I would like to
know. Are we in Kosovo because we are
afraid that the price of oil or gasoline
will go up? They used to say that about
the Gulf War, that we had to protect
our supply of oil, and we had a vested
interest. But Kosovo does not have any
oil. Yugoslavia does not have any oil or
minerals of any great importance to
us.

Somebody said in a joke the other
day that we are in Yugoslavia to lessen
the competition to Ford and General
Motors for the building of autos. They
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were making fun of the Yugoslavian
automobile industry. The Yugoslavian
automobiles have not caught on in the
world.

We have to search very hard to find
some vested interest we could pinpoint
of the United States in Yugoslavia. We
would have to search pretty hard to
find a vested interest we could pinpoint
with respect to most of the NATO
countries. We are not in this by our-
selves. It is the NATO countries, in-
cluding Great Britain and France.
France has provided a great deal of
moral leadership. I understand the peo-
ple of France are clearly articulating
the reason why they think this is an
important intervention.

The NATO nations, the United States
and the other nations, are motivated
by great moral interests and high
standards which require that civilized
people never again should tolerate any
rationalization for genocide.

I would like to repeat, these NATO
nations and the United States are mo-
tivated by great moral interests and
high standards which require that civ-
ilized people never again should tol-
erate any rationalization for genocide.

Our Nation’s generous commitment
of resources and the large-scale risks of
American lives, and they are already
being risked, those pilots are risking
their lives. With people over there in
the fervor of just getting ready, just
loading material and so forth, many
people can die by accident in that kind
of atmosphere. But certainly people
who fly those missions are risking
their lives. Even before we move to the
level of ground troops, large numbers
of lives are being risked. We are doing
that already.

The large-scale risk of American
lives, not in the pursuit of the usual
narrow vital interests, but to protect
the sacred lives of human beings that
we will never know personally, this ac-
tion represents a laudable and noble
national action.

The Roman empire only dispatched
its legions to achieve greater conquest.
This American indispensable Nation
has deployed its armies in an unprece-
dented campaign of compassion. This is
a campaign of compassion.

Adolph Hitler, Josef Stalin, Saddam
Hussein, Idi Amin, the Hutu generals of
Rwanda, Slobodan Milosevic, we can
call the roll of sovereign predators who
have used murderous ethnic
scapegoating to seize, to hold, and to
expand their powers.

The oldest trick in the world is to
scapegoat. Scapegoating even existed
where there were no ethnic groups in-
volved. Scapegoating, in fact, the
whole description of it is an actual
goat. The dead and dried carcass of a
goat was used in some villages when
there were plagues or hunger and fam-
ine, and people were so downtrodden
and angry and bitter and hopeless that
they would pull together the dead car-
cass of a goat and they would heap all
of their rubbish and stuff, and the sym-
bolism would be that all the evil and

all the disease and everything in the
town and in the village would be
heaped on this thing, and it would be
driven out of town or dragged out of
town. Scapegoating was done even
without having another ethnic group.

But in the history of humankind,
scapegoating has become a very con-
venient vehicle for demagogues. Dema-
gogues throughout time find it easy to
come to power. The easiest way to
power is to brand somebody as the
enemy, and to set yourself up as the
savior of your group against that
enemy. It has been done repeatedly,
and any group that happens to find
itself in a minority is likely to be vic-
timized.

It is not because the minority has
something wrong with it. African
Americans have often absorbed a whole
lot of self-hate, and they think that
there was something wrong with them,
that they allowed themselves to be
enslaved for so long, and that it is be-
cause of some curse in the Bible, it is
because of some genetic inferiority.
They believe the white folks who say
that African-Americans are inferior.
They have taken in a whole lot of guilt
and inferiority feelings, and they said,
this is the reason why we are per-
secuted.

No, there have been minorities in his-
tory who have been superior, who have
been acknowledged as being superior.
It does not matter whether you are ac-
cused of being inferior or of being supe-
rior, but when they are ready, the
demagogues are ready to take advan-
tage of a situation and they need
scapegoats, they will seize upon and
utilize the weakest element of the pop-
ulation. Just being the minority guar-
antees that you are going to be in the
line of victimization.

The Jews in Germany, they were too
rich, they were too educated, they were
too accomplished in the arts, too ac-
complished in the sciences, they were
despised because they had achieved too
much. It did not matter, if it had been
just the opposite they would use an-
other kind of excuse. This is the proc-
ess that demagogues use to come to
power.

The most recent demagogue, of
course, that we are dealing with is
Slobodan Milosevic. People say, well,
they have been fighting in the Baltic
for years and we cannot do anything
about that, because they are going to
do that. It is ancient hatreds.

Well, there was a period of several
decades where Kosovo was given its au-
tonomy, and the Serbs and the ethnic
Albanians lived together in peace. In
fact, all of Yugoslavia has been falling
apart for the last 15 years, but all of
Yugoslavia was united under one ban-
ner for several decades.

The answer to that, they say is Tito.
Tito was a Communist. He made them
do it. I do not pretend to know how it
all happened. I am not a historian. I
am not a sociologist. I think there
ought to be a study made of how did
they hold it all together. Even under

communism, there are no magic for-
mulas.

But nevertheless, these people, they
say, cannot live together in the
Balkans. They are always going to
fight each other. But they did live to-
gether. In Kosovo there was a solution.
Slobodan Milosevic wrecked the solu-
tion. He took away the autonomy. He
started the problem.

We have been negotiating with him
for 8 years. How long do you negotiate
before you realize that there is no prof-
it to this so-called peaceful negotia-
tion? Slobodan Milosevic is a sovereign
predator. He is in the vein of Hitler,
Stalin, the Hutu generals, Hutu leaders
of Rwanda who massacred the Tutsis.
They needed to come to power fast, and
they just used the hatred of people to
scapegoat and come to power.

From ancient Egypt to Kosovo, the
demagogues repeatedly have used the
same methods and found a willing mass
of supporters. The United States-led
resistence to genocide in Kosovo shows
that finally we have not only learned a
vital lesson in history, but now that
knowledge has also provided us with an
imperative for painful but effective ac-
tion.

We are not just looking back at what
happened when Hitler killed 6 million
Jews and the world stood by and did
nothing. We are not just regretting
that that happened, but in this par-
ticular instance we have been forced to
come to grips with a decision.

As a Nation, I am proud of the fact
that public opinion in this case is be-
hind the President, who has made a
very difficult political decision and
moved forward on this venture that be-
comes more complex and violent every
day.

The U.S.-led resistance to genocide in
Kosovo shows that finally we have not
only learned a vital lesson of history,
but now that knowledge also provides
an imperative for painful but effective
action.

Slobodan Milosevic should have been
declared a war criminal 8 years ago.
Diplomatic patience has been cleverly
manipulated by this sovereign pred-
ator. Better late than never, however.
We must now declare Slobodan
Milosevic a war criminal, and send a
clear message to all of his confused ci-
vilian followers, now mobilizing in
their neighborhoods under misplaced
banners of nationalism and patriotism.

For more than 8 years the citizens of
Serbia and Yugoslavia have failed to
marshal internal sovereign resistance
to the genocidal policies of their dic-
tator. Their popular will, majority
complicity with evil, is the true cause
of the present conflagration in the
Balkans. It is not the designs of NATO,
it is not the vested interests of the
United States, it is not some kind of
outside desire to humiliate the people
of Yugoslavia and Serbia. It is the ma-
jority complicity with evil that has al-
lowed Slobodan Milosevic to stay in
power that has led to this conflagra-
tion in the Balkans at present.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1922 April 13, 1999
War is hell, and we extend our pray-

ers to innocent victims on all sides.
War is hell. We need to pray for all
those people who have been caught up
in this.

Most people are innocent, because
only a handful control the power, the
tanks, the machine guns. But the re-
fusal to watch the repeat of Hitler’s
death pageant is our duty. It is our
duty to refuse to watch a repeat of Hit-
ler’s death pageant.

There are some who say that because
we cannot stop genocide everywhere,
we should refuse to stand against geno-
cide anywhere. People are saying, well,
you are not doing anything about
Tibet, you were not doing anything
about genocide against the Kurds in
Iraq, you did not do anything to help
the Tutsis in Rwanda, so why are you
in Kosovo? Because we cannot stop
genocide everywhere, we should refuse
to stand against genocide anywhere.
That is the logic they have.

We reject that logic. We cannot save
them all. We could not save the Tutsis
in Rwanda. We cannot save the Kurds
in Iraq at this point, the Tibetans in
China. But the world can take united
action now in Kosovo.

In this clear and present instance, a
portion of the civilized world has both
the capability and the will to stop
genocide. I am certain that the angels
in heaven are applauding these bold
and brave actions. Since the civilian
electorate of Serb-Yugoslavia has not
been willing or not been able to save
itself from totalitarian disease, and be-
cause a minority of military monsters
with tanks and machine guns can hold
the majority of a Nation hostage, out-
side intervention is sometimes the only
antidote to a spreading poison.

Decades of autonomy was the peace-
ful solution that Milosevic eradicated.
Let the Kosovo campaign of compas-
sion send a message to sovereign preda-
tors everywhere. Sovereign predators
will not be allowed to savagely devour
human rights. Diplomatic condemna-
tion of genocide will always be a cer-
tainty, and sometimes military con-
frontation will also be possible.

I appeal to progressive thinkers ev-
erywhere to lay aside their fuzzy-mind-
ed analyses and remember the Hitler
syndrome. Remember the Hitler syn-
drome. ‘‘Never again’’ must not be an
abstract slogan. Each one of us has a
duty to take a forceful position.

We should all be proud of the fact
that this indispensable Nation has both
the will and the power to reinforce the
foundation of a compassionate civiliza-
tion.

I make this statement in the midst of
my discussion of education because I
think that, as the indispensable Na-
tion, the last remaining superpower as-
suming great responsibilities in the
world, our citizenry, the people out
there, including the students who are
still awake and attending high school
and grammar school and listening,
they certainly ought to understand and
know or be stimulated by my remarks

to go and do more research, if you
wish.

We need to move on all fronts. We
need a peace academy in this country
that is as big as West Point. We have a
peace academy, by the way. Look it up
on the Internet, or do some research on
the peace academy. We have a budget
for a peace academy, a very tiny budg-
et. I know, because it was under the ju-
risdiction of one of the subcommittees
that I served on at one time.

The peace academy is very impor-
tant, and understanding how to make
peace, how to negotiate. What shall we
do about the world court at the Hague,
which is responsible for trying war
criminals, or how significant should
that be? It should be given a greater
role in the present situation and in our
present modern day society.

As we go toward the future, we need
to have as much energy and effort put
into studying how to make peace as we
have in the process of making war.
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Education. The Peace Academy
would have a big education budget, not
as big as West Point maybe, but it
needs a big education budget.

So back to my major topic, over-
whelming neglect, the arithmetic of
federal aid for education. What I am
trying to say tonight is we are on the
verge of making a great mistake in
America. We can act with great nobil-
ity and great bravery and courage in
emergency situations, and we have
done that.

In the case of Kosovo, it is an emer-
gency which the machinery of our gov-
ernment, starting at the White House
with the leadership of President Clin-
ton, the machinery of our government
has gone into motion to provide sup-
port for the foundations of a compas-
sionate civilization. This is a great
compassionate crusade to stop geno-
cide in Kosovo.

So while I am applauding the expres-
sion of the American people, which is
what such an action is, I would also
like to caution us and warn our Nation
at this point. The way we are respond-
ing to the education crisis, there is a
crisis, we are not educating the kinds
of people, the numbers that we need for
the future. We are not educating at a
quality level to deal with a complex fu-
ture.

I think we are going toward a cyber
civilization, a cyber civilization, which
is very complex. We need not fear it be-
cause it has already created miracles.
It will continue to create miracles.

There is a future out there which is
possible where some of the most dif-
ficult problems and burdens that man-
kind faces will be able to be resolved
because of the nature of this cyber civ-
ilization that we are going into.

So, as we prepare for that, we have to
understand that an investment in edu-
cation is the one thing we must do. We
do not know all of the pitfalls. We can-
not project and predict everything that
is going to happen. But one thing is

clear, we need the most educated popu-
lation possible, and we need more peo-
ple educated. We need better edu-
cation.

Right now we are failing to do that,
to respond to the need for that kind of
investment. We are failing to respond
to the clear clarion call of our own peo-
ple.

The common sense of America is
amazing sometimes, the common sense
of American people. They sense, they
understand, they feel that education is
very important. Across this country,
most people have never graduated from
college.

But in this Congress, 99 percent of
the people have graduated from col-
lege. In Washington, all of the decision
makers and the bureaucracies, the
White House, everyone, they are all
graduates from college. They have all
benefited from our great education sys-
tem. Yet they are blind, they are blind
to the need to follow the lead of the
American people and make education
our number one priority.

There are some of my colleagues lis-
tening to me who would say, what are
we talking about? It is our number one
priority. We talked about it in the
Democratic Caucus all the time. We
talk about it in the Republican Caucus
all the time. We have made great state-
ments to our party about how impor-
tant education is.

It is all a bit strange when this talk
adds up to peanuts in the budget. The
arithmetic of the budget does not show
that we understand that education is
important.

Let me give my colleagues a little of
that arithmetic. As I said before, it
does not take a genius to figure these
figures out. The billions and the mil-
lions might confuse us sometimes, but
this is simple arithmetic.

Defense is not on the list of the
American priorities. Highways and
transportation are not on the list of
American priorities. Remember that as
I talk.

Right now the budget for public
schools, elementary and secondary
schools in America, this Federal Gov-
ernment is giving $22.6 billion in assist-
ance. This is probably less than 5 per-
cent of the total budget for elementary
and secondary education assistance be-
cause the States and the localities pro-
vide most of the money for the edu-
cation.

The Constitution does not require
the Federal Government to assume the
responsibility for education. People are
always repeating that. Since the Con-
stitution does not require the federal
government to assume the responsi-
bility for education, why should we
make a great investment at the Fed-
eral level in education?

Well, the Constitution does not re-
quire the Federal Government to as-
sume responsibility for highways and
roads. That really has always been tra-
ditionally a State and local function.
But we are spending $22.6 billion for
public schools, elementary and sec-
ondary education, $22.6 billion right
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now. The budget for highways and
transportation, most of which is high-
ways, is $51.3 billion.

Where did we take on the responsi-
bility of roads and highways from the
local and State governments? Some-
where down the line, because it was im-
portant. I think it is important.

Last year we passed a bill which au-
thorized $218 billion over a 6-year pe-
riod for highways and transportation,
mostly highways again, $218 billion in 6
years. What we are proposing in terms
of school construction, however, is $3.7
billion over 5 years.

Listen. Make the comparisons. $22.6
billion is our total education contribu-
tion from the Federal Government at
this point. But $51.3 billion, more than
twice the amount, goes for highways
and transportation across the country.
Why are we investing more in high-
ways? I have no problem. Let us invest
in highways. Let us understand how
minuscule our investment is in edu-
cation.

The President, who is in the leader-
ship on education, and I applaud the
White House leadership on education,
the White House has proposed to in-
crease the education budget by $697
million this year. The annual increase
is $697 million, which is more than the
Republicans are proposing. They are
proposing $500 million this year al-
though both parties say that they are
very concerned about education.

The increases in the case of the
Democrats or the President’s budget is
5.1 percent. The increase in the case of
the Republicans is 3.7 percent. The in-
crease for the highway budget was 12
percent. The increase for the defense
budget is staggering. They are pro-
posing $110 billion at the White House,
$110 billion or $112 billion, I forget, $120
billion, but no less than the $110 bil-
lion, it has sort of been fluctuating,
$110 billion for defense when the Amer-
ican people did not say we need any-
thing in terms of increase for defense.
Remember, we have got to pay for
Kosovo and any emergencies on the
side with additional funding anyhow.

Let us take a look at what we are
getting per student. The number of en-
rolled public school students in Amer-
ica is 54.4 million students, 54.4 million
students. That means that the Federal
expenditure per enrolled student at
this point is $415 in annual yearly ex-
penditure for each student enrolled in
public school across America is merely
$415.

If we take a look at the proposed in-
crease this year on a per-student basis,
the President has proposed to increase
the budget by $12.80 per student. The
Republicans are proposing to increase
the budget by $9.20 per student.

When one looks at the number of stu-
dents we have in the schools out there
and one looks at the amount of money
being appropriated, one wonders where
is the response to the American public
opinion polls which said that education
is a priority. Think about it.

I have proposed an amendment to the
Elementary and Secondary Education

Assistance Act, title XI, I have pro-
posed to increase the education budget
just for construction, school construc-
tion, including modernization, repairs,
and basic technology, wiring of the
schools for the Internet, et cetera. I am
proposing increasing it by $22 billion a
year over the next 5 years. I want to
get close to the defense budget, $110
billion over 5 years.

Twenty-two billion dollars a year
would be an appropriate response to
the fact that education is in great need
of Federal assistance. It would be an
appropriate response to do it in con-
struction because that is the simplest
way for the Federal Government to
help education.

It would be an appropriate need be-
cause that is where we have a need for
larger amounts of capital expenditures.
It would be an appropriate place for the
President and the Federal Government
to intervene because it does not in-
volve the Federal Government getting
involved in running the schools on an
operational basis.

We do not have to get involved in de-
termining what the curriculum should
be. We do not have to interfere with
the internal workings of the school
that is basically the responsibility of
the State and the local government.

So to appropriate, and I do not pro-
pose doing it in any way except
straight appropriation, a straight ap-
propriation of $22 billion a year for the
next 5 years would not bring schools
equal to highways. Remember, I just
said highways get $218 billion over 6
years. So school construction would
not come anywhere near the capital
outlays for highways.

If we divide the 54.4 million students
into the amount of money I propose to
spend per year per student, we are
talking about school construction ex-
penditures by the Federal Government
would be $416 per student.

If there are young people listening,
they are going to go to school tomor-
row. Talk to your teacher about why is
it that the Federal Government cannot
spend $416 for each student going to el-
ementary and secondary education
schools. Why can we not spend $416 per
student?

Why do we say we care about edu-
cation, that the federal government
wants to help, while the Republicans
are out peddling their education agen-
da, saying that they are all for edu-
cation and want to do something great
for education, while the Democrats out
there are pushing hard, the President
is certainly stressing education in his
program, why do they do so little?

The President is out way ahead of
the Republicans. He is proposing $3.7
billion for construction. He is not pro-
posing to do it the way I want to do it,
that is a direct appropriation, put it in
the budget and appropriate it, he is
proposing to do it via a tax credit. The
Committee on Ways and Means has to
approve a tax credit for school con-
struction.

Over a 5-year period, he proposes to
make $25 billion available; that is, he

allows the States and the local govern-
ments to borrow $25 billion. They have
to borrow that. In New York, we have
to have a bond issue on the ballot. Vot-
ers would have to vote to borrow some
money in order to qualify for that Fed-
eral program because it only provides
the interest on the $25 billion. Over a 5-
year period, he proposes to pay the in-
terest on $25 billion worth of bonds
that local governments and State gov-
ernments would borrow.

That comes out to $3.7 billion over 5
years, roughly, depending on what the
interest rate is. And $3.7 billion over 5
years is the only commitment we have
to the school construction, but we have
$110 billion over 5 years committed to
defense in increases I am talking
about, increases.

The defense budget is already $280
billion. We are going to increase it over
a 5-year period by an additional $110
billion.

Highways are going to be spending,
over a 6-year period, $218 billion. Yet,
we propose to spend only $3.7 billion for
school construction over a 5-year pe-
riod.

So take out a pencil and paper and do
the addition and the subtraction and
the comparison. I am not really going
to leave here with my colleagues be-
lieving that the President is not try-
ing. He assumes this is all he can pass.
I say we need to, from the White
House, state the case more clearly and
call for what is needed.

The Republican proposed budget for
school construction is zero. Zero. Noth-
ing. They do not propose anything for
school construction whatsoever over a
1-year period, over a 5-year period,
nothing.

If we look at the President’s con-
struction budget, the only one on the
agenda, the only one on the table, no-
body else has it, we must praise him
for having a proposal on the table for
school construction, but if we look at
it closely and we divide the number of
students in elementary, secondary edu-
cation institutions, in schools, the
President is proposing $68.50 over a 5-
year period for school construction per
student, $68.50 per student.

The Republican construction per stu-
dent of course is zero because if we
start with zero, we end up with zero. I
am sorry, that is per year, $68.50 per
year, per student. My proposal is of
course, as I said before, $415 per stu-
dent, $416 per student when we look at
all the students.

My colleagues might say how are we
going to evaluate those costs? Is that a
lot of money, $416 per student times 54
million students, which comes to about
$22 billion a year. Is that a lot of
money?

b 1800
Well, $416 per student, compare that

with the cost of one combat rifle. One
modern rifle used in our Army costs
how much? $835. Twice as much as we
are willing to spend, as I propose to
spend, per year per student on con-
struction. I mean look at it closely.
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Look at this figure, also. The average

annual cost per prison inmate in the
United States. For each person we put
in prison we are spending $24,000. The
average is around $24,000 to keep a per-
son in prison, and yet we cannot spend
$416 per student for school construc-
tion.

The average annual cost of a student
in school, in terms of operating cost, is
probably somewhere between $8,000 and
$10,000. The annual cost per student in
our schools, operating costs, ongoing
costs, the average, when we take the
rich and the poor districts, is between
$8,000 and $10,000.

I ask my colleagues to do the arith-
metic and take a look at it. Is it in
harmony with what we hear being said
about the importance of education?

The governors say education is very
important. They have all kinds of nick-
el and dime experiments ongoing that
they parade at conferences, and parade
around about what they are doing
about education, but they are not will-
ing to spend the money. The governor
of New York had a $2 billion surplus
but he would not spend any money for
school construction. The Mayor of New
York had a $2 million surplus last year
and he would not spend any money for
construction in New York City, al-
though New York City has a very seri-
ous situation.

In New York City they have large
numbers of schools that are over-
crowded, where students have to eat
lunch at 10 o’clock in the morning be-
cause they have three shifts of lunch-
room sittings, but also it has 250
schools that are burning coal in their
furnaces still, jeopardizing the imme-
diate health of students with pollution,
and yet they would not move. Why are
all these people talking about edu-
cation?

One of the programs we hear a lot
about is the 21st Century Learning
Centers. Now, that is a worthy pro-
gram. It is an after-school center pro-
gram, and already we have $200 million
committed to that and we are going to
raise that over the next 5 years to $600
million. When we have it funded at $600
million, we will serve about 1.2 million
students. 1.2 million students will be
served by this program.

It is a great program because it deals
with the fact that we want to end so-
cial promotion and have students move
on through school but we will not
dump them. We will give them some
kind of after-school help, tutorial pro-
grams, some summer help. Well, $600
million will only provide help for 1.2
million students at best.

There are 54 million children in ele-
mentary and secondary education in-
stitutions. About a quarter of them, at
least one-fourth of them need help in
this area. How will we provide help for
one-fourth of the students if all we are
willing to appropriate is $600 million?

It is a great program, but it is a very
minuscule program. If we did 10 per-
cent, one-tenth of the total students,
the 54 million, can we help that many?

Even one-tenth? I think my colleagues
can understand the dilemma we are
facing.

We need to understand that we are
the richest country in the history of
the world, and at this moment in his-
tory we are probably more rich than we
have ever been. The country is richer
than it has ever been. The government
itself has a surplus. The surplus can be
used partially to invest in education.
We do not have to submit to the stam-
pede to put it all into Social Security.

Again, they are playing the Amer-
ican intellect and the American com-
mon sense cheap. They are trying to
take advantage of people’s concern
about Social Security, to whip us all
into a frenzy and say that every penny
we get in the surplus should go into So-
cial Security.

Well, the President proposed that we
use 60 percent of the money we have in
surplus for Social Security. That
sounds reasonable to me. He proposed
to use another part of it for Medicare.
That sounds reasonable to me, because
Medicare is health security for elderly
people. But then we have some left
over. We still have a percentage that
they are proposing no use for at this
point, but we know that most of it will
go into defense expenditures if we do
not say that we ought to have some for
education.

Education is the key to our future’s
defense. Our national security is all
bound up in the educated populace we
produce. Education is the key to Social
Security. How? Because we want a pop-
ulace that is working. We want young
people who are working, and they must
be able to qualify for the high-tech jobs
being created every day more and
more.

And if we do not have workers, young
people who can qualify for those jobs,
they will not come out and take the
jobs. What we will do is contract with
overseas corporations. We will send the
work overseas and companies will do
the work overseas who do not pay into
the Social Security System. The best
way to rob the Social Security System
is to deny the work force the oppor-
tunity to earn the money and pay into
the Social Security fund.

There are some other ways we can
save Social Security, too, but the
present time-honored way we fund So-
cial Security is through the wages of
working people. If we have fewer people
working, and they have already pro-
jected that, we cannot avoid the demo-
graphics, we are going to have fewer
people working. But how few? Can we
avoid wiping out the whole work force
because they cannot qualify for high-
tech jobs? So many will not be able to
qualify for high-tech jobs. We have a
real dilemma here.

The kind of greatness and the kind of
vision and courage being shown in
Kosovo by our national leaders now we
need to apply in the sector of edu-
cation, looking down the road. If we do
not do it, we will have a great deficit in
major areas. This great indispensable

Nation is going to stumble and fall if
we do not have as many people edu-
cated as possible. Every person that
can be educated must be educated.

It is likely that our posterity will
pity us. They may even spit on us in
the future as they evaluate and analyze
our great lack of vision at this critical
moment when we have maximum op-
portunity to go forward in the revision
of our education system. We are in dan-
ger of becoming the victim of midget
minds and tiny spirits. Too much of
the planning at the Department of
Education is being undertaken by
midget minds and tiny spirits.

Too many tiny spirits are guiding
our caucuses, both the Republican and
the Democratic Caucus. We are not
willing to take hold of where we are in
modern America and deal with edu-
cation the way we dealt with the GI
bill after World War II. We understood
the implications of the need for a more
educated population and we had a mas-
sive education program in the GI bill.

A Congressman named Morrill, many
years ago in the 1800s, around the time
of the Civil War, had the vision to see
that every State in America needed a
land grant university. We dealt with it.
A big mind and a big spirit seized the
problem.

Thomas Jefferson, who created the
first State university, the University
of Virginia, had a vision. The model he
established inspired Morrill to go on to
create land grant colleges and univer-
sities all across the country.

The vision of a transcontinental rail-
road, the Federal Government financed
the transcontinental railroad. We had
the people in Congress who had the vi-
sion to take hold and to do things in a
big way.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. BUD SHUSTER) is my hero here in
Congress. He is a Republican, but he
had the vision to take hold of the high-
way problem, the transportation infra-
structure problem, and with a lot of
criticism. He was called a big spender,
and still called a big spender, but he
had the initiative and he used the
available power that he had to pass a
highway transportation infrastructure
bill that is meaningful. We need it. We
need it. We need it far more than we
need some of the weapon systems that
are being proposed. We need it far more
than we need some of the other waste-
ful expenditures taking place pres-
ently.

We are in danger of becoming, as I
said before, the victims of midget
minds and tiny spirits. We seem to pos-
sess the cerebral alertness, the statis-
tical understanding that a crisis looms
ahead if we do not meet the education
emergency at the moment. We under-
stand the trends, the projections, the
inevitability of continued inadequacy
in our school systems. We comprehend
with our heads, but we seem incapable
of engaging with our backbones and
moving forward with our decision-mak-
ing feet. In the education arena we
need giant minds and great spirits. We
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need to end the overwhelming neglect
of education.

In the minds of our citizens, the con-
cerns related to national defense do not
compete with the overwhelming man-
date to improve our schools. Nothing
in the minds of our citizens, the Amer-
ican electorate, the people who have
common sense out there, nothing in
their minds competes with education.
It is number one. ‘‘It is education, stu-
pid.’’ It is education.

Look at the polls, but do not look at
the polls and let your eyes blink. Here
in Washington, in the Congress, Demo-
crats and Republicans, we need to act
on appropriating and vesting real dol-
lars in an education system which will
take us into a cyber civilization in the
future where everybody needs to be
educated.

The dollars that we are willing to ap-
propriate in response to the American
people’s stated concern about edu-
cation are minuscule. We are throwing
pennies at a problem which requires
billions of dollars. We must change our
minds.

If the American people are listening,
they might help open the eyes and the
ears of their own Congressman or Con-
gresswoman. Have them make a sur-
vey. Even in the richest districts there
are often schools that need help.

I challenge every Member of Con-
gress to make a survey and select a few
schools in their districts and go take a
look at what they need. There are some
places where they need money for wir-
ing for the Internet; there are other
places where they need money to fix
the roof; there are some places where
they need money to tear down old
buildings and construct new schools.
All over New York City we have
schools that need money to put in a
new furnace and get rid of the pollu-
tion and the asthma-generating coal-
burning furnaces.

We need to address these issues in
our Education Task Force and the
Democratic Caucus, as well as the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce. Members of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce were
on the floor before, and I want to ap-
plaud what they had to say. They un-
derstand the problem, but I do not
think that the solutions that are being
proposed have yet come to grips with
the magnitude of the need.

We need to spend many billions on
school construction. School construc-
tion is just at the center of the prob-
lem, but that is a place to start. If we
do not meet the need for adequate
buildings, safe buildings, across Amer-
ica, the Congressional Budget Office
says we need about $147 billion to just
stay even, if we do not meet that need
or begin to step forward to move to-
ward meeting that need, then every-
thing else we propose to do in Wash-
ington at any level is fraudulent, ev-
erything else we propose to do about
education.

We are feeding the people a spin on
the problem without coming to grips

with the reality and the substance. We
must go forward and invest in edu-
cation in order to prepare our edu-
cation system to take us forward into
a new cyber civilization.
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COMMUNICATION FROM STAFF
MEMBER OF HON. DAN MILLER,
MEMBER OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Laura Griffin, staff
member of the Honorable DAN MILLER,
Member of Congress:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 8, 1999.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules
of the House that I received a subpoena for
documents and testimony issued by the Cir-
cuit Court of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit of
Florida In and For Manatee County, Florida.

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined to comply
with the subpoena to the extent that it is
consistent with Rule VIII.

Sincerely,
LAURA GRIFFIN,

Case Manager.

f

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SWEENEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I come be-
fore the House at this hour to discuss
primarily the issue of illegal narcotics
and its effects on our young people and
our country, but I could not help but
hear some of the words of my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. OWENS), who just spoke here and
talked about education.

I want to say to my colleagues and to
the American people that I too support
education. I support anything this Con-
gress can do, anything our Nation can
do to enhance educational opportuni-
ties for each and every American. How-
ever, I do have some differences with
the previous speaker.

The previous speaker represents 40
years of trying to get more education
power, more education decisions, more
education regulation in Washington,
D.C.
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And I think I represent a new wave of
thinking that has come here in the last
few years that education decisions,
education of our children, and deci-
sions about education policy are best
decided at the local level with parents,
with local school boards, and through
local initiatives.

Then I think we also heard the argu-
ment that we are spending money on
military defense and others, and this
money could be converted into edu-
cation. I might remind my colleagues
in the House that the number one rea-

son that we came together as a Nation
to allow us to live a free life in a free
society is in fact the principal reason
for the formation of the United States,
and that is the question of national se-
curity.

Without national security, without
the ability to defend ourselves, without
the ability to have a defense of this Na-
tion, all other things are impossible.
And under the Constitution, if we care
to look at that document, that is our
prime responsibility and all things flow
from that level.

So we cannot discard our military,
particularly with an administration
and folks what want to send our troops
to every corner of the Earth and every
conflict, at great expense, stretching
our limited Federal dollars, and also
spend additional funds or take away
funds from education. So we cannot
have both, but we try to do our best in
meeting our Federal obligation.

I might say, and I did not really want
to get into this too much tonight, but
I just had the opportunity to meet with
a couple from Florida, and they were
here and heard some of the debate
about education in the Congress, and
one of these individuals, the wife, was
a teacher and she was delighted to hear
the philosophy of the new majority re-
lating to education, that the power and
the ability to teach and the funds go to
the classroom, to the teacher and the
student, not to the education bureauc-
racy in Washington, Atlanta, and is
forced at different layers of the edu-
cation bureaucracy even within the
State and in particular in my State of
Florida.

Our discussion was quite interesting
because we did not identify the prob-
lems the way the previous speaker did;
we identified the problems I think the
way parents do, the way teachers do
and local citizens who examine edu-
cation. And we do not need a Harvard
Education Ph.D. to look at American
education today and see that teachers
are not allowed to teach.

We asked the simple question in our
conversation a few minutes ago off the
floor with this couple from Florida,
‘‘How can you teach, how can you have
order in a classroom when you cannot
have discipline in a classroom?’’ And
the same well-intended liberal policies
from the other side of the aisle have
amassed laws and regulations, which,
combined with liberal judicial deci-
sions, have handcuffed our teachers so
that it is almost impossible to have
discipline in the classroom through
this maze of Federal regulations, man-
dates, and court orders. So we have
said we want the teacher to have the
ability to teach in the classroom.

Now, we also have a unique approach
to education because we do not think
that the money needs to be in Wash-
ington and again the power and the
regulations all coming from Wash-
ington, but we think that those re-
sources, that those abilities, should be
at the local level with the teacher,
with the parent, with the local school
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board, again reversing this trend where
everything has come to Washington at
a very heavy expense.

Now, let us also for a minute, before
I get into this drug discussion, talk
about funding of education. My friends
and my colleagues, the Federal Govern-
ment only provides between 4 and 5
cents of every dollar on education, 4
and 5 cents. Now, of course we can pro-
vide more. The problem is we provide
about 90 percent of the Federal regula-
tions in education. So we provide very
little money, but all of the constraints
and mandates and regulations that
cause teachers instead of teaching, not
allowing them to teach, to be filling
out papers, to be complying with Fed-
eral regulations, and to report to a
maze of bureaucracy that now starts at
the local level, goes to the State level,
goes to the regional level, and ends up
at the Federal level.

I was chairman during the past 4
years of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service. One thing I learned as chair-
man of that Subcommittee on Civil
Service is where the bodies in the Fed-
eral bureaucracy are buried. The first
5,000, if my colleagues ever care to go
down to the Department of Education,
now imagine, there are 3,000 of 5,000
Federal education employees in the De-
partment of Education here in Wash-
ington D.C., or in the close environs,
3,000 people.

Now, we also got into the discussion
of changes in education. And we have,
as a new majority in the Congress,
tried to shift again this responsibility
from Washington, the authority, the
regulation, and do away with some of
the bureaucracy. We started out with
some 760 to 780 Federal education pro-
grams, all well-intended, but each with
its own administrative level, 760 to 780
of those. We have got it pared down to
700.

Quite frankly, we have only begun
the paring process. But every one of
these programs has turned into lob-
bying organizations, into special inter-
est activities; and they justify their ex-
istence by lobbying the Congress, by
telling what a good job they have done.
And what, in fact, we have again are
3,000 bureaucrats in Washington D.C.,
most of them making between $70,000
and $100,000 if we look at the pay sched-
ules.

Now, I am not saying that we should
abolish the Department of Education,
but I think we could do it with 10 to 20
percent of the personnel that we have
just by consolidating the programs.

In fact, there are proposals and there
will be proposals before this Congress
very shortly to go to a Super EdFlex,
where we take the amount of money,
we divide it by the student population
and other criteria and we send it to the
States. This Congress, under this new
Republican majority, has tried to re-
verse the trend in that 80 to 90 percent
of the Federal dollars do not get into
the classroom, do not get to the teach-
er. Now, is that what people want with
their Federal money, that 80 to 90 per-

cent of this Federal money does not get
to the classroom, to the teacher?

Again, we have to allow the teacher
to teach and discipline in the class-
room, authority, the responsibility, the
ability to teach in the classroom. We
have to give that first. And secondly,
we have to give the Federal money to
the student and to the teacher, a
unique approach, not to the 700-plus
Federal programs, not to the 700-plus
administrators.

If we have only three administrators
for each program at the Federal level,
there are 2,100 that help account for
the 3,000 just in Washington, D.C., in
the Federal Department of Education.
So we have to ask ourselves where we
want our dollars to go? Into the class-
room? To the teacher?

This Congress, this new Republican
majority, said we want those funds to
go to the classroom and to the teacher.
Then what are we teaching? Again, in
my discussion with this couple from
Florida, the wife again taught school.
My wife was an elementary school
teacher. I have a degree in education,
although I have never taught other
than my school required certification
internship.

But we have to ask the question,
what is a teacher doing in the class-
room? Does she have authority to con-
trol the classroom, first of all? Does
she have the funds, Federal funds and
other funds, coming to the classroom?
Then the next question is, what is the
teacher teaching?

The answer is, today Federal money
goes on everything but basic education.
Now, show me a student that has basic
education, is able to read, is able to
write, is able to conduct basic mathe-
matics, and I will show my colleagues
a successful student. But almost all of
our Federal education programs go for
everything except those basic edu-
cation fundamental programs.

And what is interesting is that the
individuals who suffer the most from
this deficit in a Federal approach to
education that again has been adopted
and culled and now culminates in this
bureaucracy from Washington and this
sad approach to education as the ones
who suffer the most are our most dis-
advantaged students.

So our disadvantaged students are
not learning the basic skills. Those dis-
advantaged students, because they do
not have these opportunities to learn
basic educational skills, I will tell my
colleagues what has happened. They
are our first problem in the classroom.
Ask any teacher. They are our dis-
cipline problem. And the teacher does
not have the right to discipline or have
control of her classroom because of the
Federal regulations and the bureauc-
racy that has been created to make
certain that a teacher does not have
control of the classroom.

So here we have the most disadvan-
taged, not able to learn the most basic
skills that are necessary. They become
discipline problems. Then next they be-
come dropout problems. After they are

dropout problems, they become soci-
etal problems. They do not have a job.
Sometimes they get into drugs and
into other illegal activities. Just look
at the statistics for unemployment
among our minority youth. Look at
the statistics about dropouts among
our minority youth.

So if we really care about education,
if we really care about those disadvan-
taged children, if we really care about
getting dollars into the classroom for
our students, for our teachers, for basic
education, why not adopt a different
approach? And that is the EdFlex ap-
proach that we have talked about. And
we may want to look at Super EdFlex.

As chairman of an oversight sub-
committee on education, I intend to
conduct hearings in the future on this
subject and see why we cannot get
more Federal dollars into the class-
room, to students, to teachers, to do
away with the mass of bureaucracy.

It is interesting now this concept of
charter schools. And what does a char-
ter school do? A charter school basi-
cally lets a teacher teach, go back to
basic education without the mass of
regulations, whether they are locally
imposed, State imposed, or federally
imposed.

So I did not intend to get off on this
subject of education, but when I hear
those who have helped develop a sys-
tem that has helped ruin public edu-
cation, and I am a strong advocate of
public education. Again, my wife
taught in public schools; I was edu-
cated to teach in public schools.

The public schools helped make this
country great. The greatest minds of
this country, some of them were
taught in a one-room public school,
and I think we can still achieve great-
ness in our public schools. And public
education has helped make America
great, and our public teachers deserve
practically a little award of merit, the
survivors, those who have managed to
survive the mass of bureaucracy passed
down from Washington, the mass of
regulations that do not allow them to
do what they went to an education uni-
versity or college for, and that is to
teach students in a disciplined atmos-
phere basic and fundamental education
and to help develop that policy of
working with parents and working
with local school board members rath-
er than edicts from some bureaucrat at
some level who causes them to do ev-
erything but what their original mis-
sion was.

So I take great exception when I hear
those who have helped create the dis-
aster talk about criticism about this
approach to get back to the basics that
made American education and public
education so great in this Nation. And
again, I commend our public teachers,
those survivors of this mass of bu-
reaucracy we sent them from Wash-
ington and regulations that they must
try to deal with every day.

My purpose tonight also is to talk
about another issue, an issue that is
not on the front page like Kosovo and
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is not an issue like Iraq. It is an issue
that I feel is one of the most critical
social issues facing this Congress, this
Nation, our young people, and every
American in every walk of life now.
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It is a social problem that for many

years was limited to folks who were
the unfortunate victims of illicit nar-
cotics, illicit drugs, sometimes lived in
urban areas and became drug junkies
or drug addicts and were the cast-
asides of our society. But, ladies and
gentlemen of the Congress, there exists
in our Nation tonight and today a drug
problem that is of serious dimensions
and proportions. Last year, over 14,000
Americans lost their lives because of
drug-related problems, drug-related
deaths; 14,000. Since President Clinton
has taken office in 1993, 100,000 Ameri-
cans have lost their lives. In many in-
stances young people, some of those in
the prime of their life, have become
victims to illegal narcotics.

Now, this problem is so serious that I
want to try to bring it into some un-
derstanding to those individuals who
represent various locales here in the
Congress. But if we took Hattiesburg,
Mississippi and we wiped it off the map
and its population of approximately
100,000, that would be equal to the num-
ber of individuals who have died be-
cause of drug-related deaths. If we de-
stroyed Gadsden, Alabama, again close
to 100,000 people would vanish from the
face of the planet. Iowa City, Iowa
would be wiped out, 100,000 died. If we
had everyone die now in Iowa City, ev-
eryone would be alarmed. In Elmira,
New York, again a population ap-
proaching 100,000, 95,000 Americans
have died, more than 95,000, because of
illegal narcotics in this country during
this administration. Bangor, Maine
would be wiped out. Pine Bluff, Arkan-
sas, the population of that city would
be wiped from the face of this country.
Cheyenne, Wyoming. I could give a
long list of others that are equal in
population to those individuals who
have lost their lives in this social prob-
lem of illegal narcotics, in this crimi-
nal enterprise now that is affecting
every corner of America.

The cost of illegal narcotics in this
country is approaching a quarter of a
trillion dollars. In addition to lives
that I mentioned, 100,000 over 6 or 7
years, we had 14,000-plus last year, we
have a cost to this country estimated
at over a quarter of a trillion dollars.

This Congress in our budget debate is
debating a number of measures to deal
with illegal narcotics just in this next
fiscal year. The estimate is somewhere
around $18 billion will be expended. We
now have in the United States of Amer-
ica 13.9 million Americans who are
users of illegal narcotics. Drug use by
12 to 17-year-olds in this period since
President Clinton has taken office to
now has doubled, has doubled since
1992, drug use by our teenage popu-
lation. More than 6 percent of Ameri-
cans have used illegal narcotics in the
past 30 days.

What is another dimension of the il-
legal narcotics problem in this country
is the change in the pattern of usage.
When I came to Congress, crack and co-
caine were the big problem. Today, her-
oin is a major, major problem, not only
in our urban areas but in suburban
areas across this land, including my
own area, central Florida, from Or-
lando to Daytona Beach, one of the
highest income, highest educated, one
of the most prosperous areas in Amer-
ica, and we have experienced an incred-
ible heroin epidemic and particularly
again among our young people.

In the United States of America,
first-time heroin use surged 875 percent
from 1991 to 1996, again under the
charge of this administration. Heroin-
related emergency room admissions in-
creased from 1989 to 1995 some 80 per-
cent. In Florida, I want to talk about
the problem that we have been experi-
encing again with heroin. Recently, a
number of our newspapers featured
headlines that said that heroin deaths
increased 51 percent in the State of
Florida from 1997 to 1998, a 51 percent
increase in heroin deaths. Two hundred
six deaths in Florida in 1997. Fortu-
nately no Americans have been killed
in Kosovo, no Americans have lost
their life in the current Iraq crises.
Even in the Gulf War, we had fewer
than that number of casualties. But
just in the State of Florida, we had 206
heroin deaths in 1997, a 51 percent in-
crease from 1997 to 1998.

In Orlando and again central Florida,
a very prosperous area that I represent
part of, we had 36 deaths, heroin
deaths, and we had the highest death
rate, we had 3.6 per 100,000 population
die from heroin overdoses or heroin-re-
lated deaths. Additionally, our cocaine
problem still is with us in Florida. We
had 1,128 cocaine deaths in Florida in
1998, up from 1,039 in 1997. So we are
seeing an incredible epidemic of heroin
deaths, particularly among our young
people, and even an increase in cocaine
deaths.

Now, you might say, how did we get
into this situation? Let me review, if I
may, for the Congress and for the
American people the history of how
this administration got us in this situ-
ation with these statistics, with an epi-
demic of heroin, with the continued
problems with cocaine, with meth-
amphetamine and designer drugs at
epidemic levels in other parts of our
Nation.

The first thing this President and
this Congress did when it was under the
control of the Democrat Party, and I
do not mean to say this in a partisan
way, it is a matter of fact, but their
policy was to eliminate much of the
war on drugs. Their policy was to try
to just deal with treatment of those
who had drug abuse or illegal narcotics
problems and put our resources in that
area. The first thing this President did
as President was to cut the positions in
the drug czar’s office, and they were
slashed dramatically, practically
closed down the drug czar’s office. This

was the very first action, as we may re-
call.

The second action was to appoint a
surgeon general who really said ‘‘just
say maybe’’ to the use of illegal nar-
cotics. Now, if you do not think that
the chief health officer of the United
States, who gives a mixed message to
our young population, does not influ-
ence that young population in that im-
portant position, if you do not think
the President of the United States, if
he would say that ‘‘I didn’t inhale’’ or
‘‘if I had it to do over again I would,’’
if you do not think that influences
young people, then I think you have
another thought coming, particularly
when you see the statistics of the dra-
matic increase in illegal narcotic use
from 1993 to today.

Additionally, when the Democrats
and the Democratic majority con-
trolled the other body, the Senate, the
House of Representatives and the
White House, some of their first ac-
tions in the Congress in 1993 and 1994
when they controlled the entire gov-
ernmental operation was to start to
slash the efforts of stopping drugs at
their source. These are source country
programs. We know where 100 percent
of the cocaine is coming from in the
world. Every bit of it is coming into
the United States, or was coming from
and comes from today Bolivia, Peru
and Colombia. That is it. There are no
other locales. We knew where heroin
was coming from, and this administra-
tion with this majority on the other
side slashed the eradication programs,
slashed the interdiction.

Now, the most cost-effective way to
stop illegal narcotics is at its source,
where they are grown, where the sup-
ply comes from. The next line of de-
fense is interdiction. What did the ad-
ministration and this majority in Con-
gress, this past majority in Congress,
do? They cut interdiction. They
slashed the programs for source coun-
tries, to stop drugs at their source cost
effectively. Then they stopped interdic-
tion programs. They also stopped the
use of the military. They stopped, at
least temporarily, the sharing of infor-
mation with some of the countries in
shoot-down policies. Only after a great
ruckus in Congress were we able to re-
institute the information sharing pol-
icy that allowed us to give assistance
and aid to other countries that had
shoot-down policies, these principal
producing countries, so that they could
take action to stop those illegal nar-
cotics from leaving their borders.

So we have seen what this adminis-
tration has done as far as the military,
interdiction, eradication. Another
thing that folks do not realize is that
the Coast Guard is a great line of de-
fense, particularly for Florida, around
Puerto Rico. The Coast Guard has been
the first line of defense around Puerto
Rico. It stopped under the Bush and
Reagan administration most of the il-
legal narcotics coming into the United
States. Puerto Rico is part of the
United States and once you get into
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Puerto Rico, you are into the United
States, and the Coast Guard provided
that shield.

This Congress under the previous
Democrat majority and under the Clin-
ton administration slashed dramati-
cally the budgets of the Coast Guard
and particularly the defenses and abil-
ity to interdict drugs around Puerto
Rico were eliminated.

So this is what this administration
had done. We know what the other ad-
ministration had done. The Bush ad-
ministration, the previous Reagan ad-
ministration had put into place pro-
grams that cost effectively stopped
drugs from coming into our borders,
stopped our young people from using
drugs, and we actually saw decreases in
use of illegal narcotics and drugs com-
ing into our Nation.
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to continue
on how this administration lost the
War on Drugs and how under the con-
trol of the previous majority this coun-
try lost the effort to interdict drugs
cost-effectively at its source. In fact,
under this administration and under
the previous Democratic majority,
they slashed stopping these efforts by
funding a percentage that went from 33
percent of all the funds we expended in
the drug war down to 12 percent. So ba-
sically what they did was gutted by
two-thirds the programs to stop drugs
at their source. Again, their emphasis
was solely on those wounded in battle,
treatment of those victims of illegal
narcotics.

This administration also decided to
have the Department of Defense rank
counter-narcotics efforts at the bottom
of its priority list. If we look at a pri-
ority list developed by this administra-
tion in its priorities, previously under
again the Reagan and Bush administra-
tions this was a high priority. With
DOD, the Department of Defense, it is
now a low priority. The President, not
learning from experiences of the past,
proposed to this Congress through the
Office of Drug Control Policy and the
Drug Czar a budget to the Congress
that is $100 million less this year than
last year, and again in the areas that
are most important to stop drugs cost
effectively at their source, the Presi-
dent also failed to provide adequate
proposals for funding of these pro-
grams, including again the Coast
Guard which plays such a vital role, in-
cluding the source country interdiction
programs, including the use of the
military.

In fact, if my colleagues want to look
at the budget, in addition to being $100
million less, there is $73 million that is
being currently used to relocate our
forward drug interdiction efforts in
Central and South America. We have
previously been stationed at Howard
Air Force Base for these efforts, the ad-
vanced surveillance activities in our il-
legal narcotics efforts over the South
American region, again where these
drugs come from, again the source of

production, the source of trans-
shipment of these drugs. Our eyes and
ears and our frontline defense in the
War on Drugs is located in Panama at
Howard Air Force Base, and $73 million
in this budget is to move our oper-
ations to locations that will not under
any circumstances be as good because
this administration, and it is not wide-
ly publicized, but basically they blew
the negotiating with the Panamanians,
and the United States of America is
being kicked out lock, stock and barrel
from Panama as I speak here.

We have lost $10 billion in assets, lost
every one of them. They negotiated
without success. We have lost every
asset. There we have lost 5,000 build-
ings, over 5,000 buildings, and we will
not be conducting one advanced for-
ward drug surveillance operation there.
In fact, we will be paying $73 million
out of this budget that has been pro-
posed by the President to make up for
the failed negotiations which got us to-
tally kicked out of Panama and giving
these assets to the Panamanians is a
disastrous consequences, I predict, not
to mention that the Panamanians,
through a corrupt tender, have given
one of the ports to a Chinese group
that basically is run by the Chinese
Army. So the Chinese will control one
of the ports through a corrupt tender,
and this is the situation we find our-
selves in, and again part of this Presi-
dent’s budget is being expended. Even
though he has $100 million less than we
proposed last year and appropriated
last year, additional funds will be paid
to correct mistakes by this administra-
tion.

So this is the situation we find our-
selves in today. We have a very serious
drug problem, and I want to, if I may,
to put this chart up here and show the
drug problem that we have in the
United States, and again, as a result of
the inactions or lack of proper actions
by this administration in the 1990’s we
see this new pattern of illegal narcotics
coming from South America. Again,
production of cocaine through Colum-
bia, Peru and Bolivia, and that was the
pattern we saw at the beginning, it is
the pattern we still see, but we see the
drugs now coming through Mexico, and
we see them coming from Columbia
into the United States, some through
Puerto Rico into the northeast United
States and other routes, but the two
major sources of illegal narcotics com-
ing into the United States are Colum-
bia and Mexico.

Now let us examine, if we can for the
record, how we got into the situation
where again Peru and Bolivia were the
primary producers of cocaine. I could
not possibly believe this would be true
if someone told me it 5 years ago, but
this administration managed to make
Columbia the biggest cocaine producer
in the world, and they have done that
because in the past 5 or 6 years of this
administration they have fought every
effort by Congress, they have fought
every request of Members of Congress,
they have fought requests of the Drug

Task Force of Congress to get re-
sources to Columbia to stop the pro-
duction, to stop the trafficking of ille-
gal narcotics from Columbia. This ad-
ministration has done everything pos-
sible to make sure that those resources
did not go to Columbia. They stopped
helicopters, they stopped ammunition,
they stopped resources. Now we have
Columbia as the number one producer.
It has outstripped Peru and Bolivia and
is the number one producer of cocaine.

What is even more incredible is 5
years ago Columbia produced almost
no heroin, almost no heroin. Today Co-
lumbia is the source of most of the her-
oin coming into the United States of
America.

While this administration blocked
equipment and supplies, resources,
military and police aid going in to stop
the production and transiting, when
they blocked this, what happened? The
drug dealers began producing, and of
course we heard cocaine. Now they are
the major producers, but in Columbia
they are also now producing heroin,
and it is not like the heroin of the
1980’s. This is tough stuff. This is high
purity, not 10, 12, 15 percent pure; this
is 70, 80 percent. This is the heroin that
is killing our young people on the
streets of Florida and across this Na-
tion.

So again, through the inaction or im-
proper actions or inadequate steps that
this administration failed to take, Co-
lumbia is now the biggest drug pro-
ducer on the globe. It is my hope, it is
my prayer, it is the intent of almost
everyone in the Congress who serves on
the subcommittees of jurisdiction, that
this administration now will allow hel-
icopters, equipment, resources to get
to Columbia.

I met several times with the Presi-
dent of Columbia, President Pastrana.
He is committed to the war on drugs.
He has a very difficult civil war on his
hands. Thousands and thousands of po-
lice and military have lost their lives
at the hands of drug dealers and narco
terrorists and Marxist terrorists in Co-
lumbia. We have a very difficult situa-
tion, but hopefully now this adminis-
tration, with the urging again of Con-
gress, will get the resources to stop
drugs at their source, which the source
is Columbia.

Now the other major source area and
problem that we have today is Mexico.
Mexico has become the primary source
of hard narcotics and marijuana com-
ing into the United States of America.
It is the primary source. Some of this
is heroin and cocaine being produced in
Columbia, but now in concert with the
drug dealers in Mexico, and with the
cooperation and with the consent in
many instances of almost every level
of government, corrupt government in
Mexico, we see the drugs coming
through Mexico into the United States.
They are coming into the United
States through the largess of this Con-
gress which voted NAFTA, which voted
almost an open commercial border be-
tween Mexico and the United States of



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1929April 13, 1999
America through again a policy that
allowed us to give trade benefits.

Now we have to stop and think. This
Congress gave great trade benefits.
They are not really an equal trading
partner, not when they pay people 25,
35 cents, even $1 an hour. These are not
equal trading partners as we did with
Canada, which is a very equal trading
partner. We gave them a great trade
advantage. And what did they give us
in return? An unprecedented supply of
illegal narcotics transiting across our
border. This is a fact; this is incon-
trovertible.

The DEA administrator, who testi-
fied before my subcommittee and on
the other side of the Congress, said the
corruption among Mexican anti-drug
authorities was, and let me quote him,
‘‘unparalleled with anything I have
seen in 39 years of police work.’’ This is
one of the most professional, most
dedicated capable administrators we
have ever had. He does not buy the ad-
ministration line even though he is a
member of this administration, and he
tells it like it is. He has said that the
level of corruption in Mexico is abso-
lutely unparalleled.

Now this administration has certified
Mexico. Under Federal law we have a
certification law that says that every
year the President must certify wheth-
er countries who deal in illegal nar-
cotics or are the source of illegal nar-
cotics coming into the United States,
that the State Department and the
President must certify under this Fed-
eral law that they are fully cooper-
ating with eliminating both the pro-
duction and trafficking of drugs under
this 1986 law. And this administration
has the past several years certified
that Mexico is fully cooperating and
did so just a few weeks ago.

How can an administration certify
that Mexico is cooperating when even
this Congress asked 2 years ago, this
House of Representatives, simple steps
for the Mexicans to take? First, to ex-
tradite those who are convicted of ille-
gal narcotics trafficking, and to date I
believe they extradited one individual,
and that is only under the pressure of
decertification, only under the pressure
of so many people, from the Minority
Leader, the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the Speaker of the
House, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT), by a bipartisan major-
ity saying that Mexico must take some
steps to show that they are cooper-
ating. But they fail to extradite major
drug traffickers, they fail to install
radar in the south, they fail to allow
our DEA agents to arm themselves,
they fail to raise the level, the number
of DEA agents in their country that
would be adequate to deal with the se-
vere problem that they have, and they
fail to enforce laws that they put on
the books and have made a mockery of
those laws, including the most egre-
gious incident I have ever seen a coun-
try take, which was last year in an op-
eration called ‘‘Casablanca’’ in which
our Custom officials identified millions

and millions, hundreds of millions, of
illegal drug dollars going through
Mexican banks and some into the
United States, and when it was uncov-
ered, the Mexican officials threatened
to indict the United States Customs of-
ficials rather than cooperate with our
officials. What we got in return was a
threat against our agents, and only
again until we came to the issue of pos-
sibly decertifying them through a step
of Congress, the House of Representa-
tives and the other body, not this ad-
ministration who certified them.

The President went a few months ago
down and met with President Zedillo,
and he met there in the Yucatan Pe-
ninsula, this little point here.
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We are told by our DEA officials and
others in hearings that I conducted
that the entire Yucatan Peninsula is
corrupt, that it is run by drug lords. It
is corrupt from the officer on the street
to the governor.

In fact, we knew it was corrupt. We
are told the entire Baja Peninsula is
corrupt. We are told that entire other
regions and states in Mexico are cor-
rupt from the bottom to the top.

We had testimony at a recent hear-
ing, which I conducted as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice,
Drug Policy and Human Resources,
that in fact this corruption may go
even to the highest offices in Mexico.
There were indications that there was
as much as a billion dollars that one
Mexican official was trying to place
from his proceeds of dealing in illegal
narcotics.

Now, President Clinton went with
President Zedillo and met in the Yuca-
tan Peninsula, one of the, again, cen-
ters of corruption, one of the centers of
illegal narcotics. We knew that the
governor of this state was corrupt. We
knew that he was involved in nar-
cotics, but they have a quirk in Mexi-
can law that is interesting, that when
you are in office you cannot be
charged.

So they were waiting until a few
weeks ago when this Mexican governor,
we were told, would leave office so they
could indict him. That is what we were
told.

Then what happened? Under inves-
tigation, this is The Washington Post,
April 1, April Fool’s Day, this would al-
most be funny if it was not the truth,
but this Mexican governor of the Yuca-
tan Peninsula, Quintana Roo is the
name of the area, under investigation
the headline says, ‘‘Mexican dis-
appears; governor may have fled to
avoid expected arrest.’’

Now, that should tickle the con-
science of everyone in the Congress to
see that the Mexican official that we
were told was going to be arrested
when he left office fled.

Now, to really rub salt in the wound,
this is the Miami Herald story of just a
few days ago, missing governor fled to
Cuba, paper reports. So here is where
the President of the United States, the

President of Mexico met. Here is where
we were told it was corrupt from the
bottom to the top, and now we are told
that that official, who was supposed to
be arrested, has fled the country and
possibly may be in Cuba.

Do they think the Members of Con-
gress are going to ignore this? Do they
think the American people are going to
be fooled by the actions of this govern-
ment to fail to take actions against
one of the most corrupt officials? Do
they believe, in fact, that this Congress
will certify that Mexico is fully cooper-
ating when they turn a blind eye on the
escape of one of the major drug traf-
fickers and one of the major officials in
the Mexican Government?

So this is where we are today. This is
the history of the supposed war on
drugs by this administration; again, an
administration that has almost dis-
solved the Drug Czar’s office; again, an
administration that appointed a Sur-
geon General that sent a mixed mes-
sage to our children; again, an adminis-
tration, and the previous majority, the
Democrat majority that slashed the
programs that stopped drugs cost effec-
tively at their source.

These are, again, the results that we
see when we certify that a country is
fully cooperating and they make a
mockery of the entire process of co-
operation, a country that we help with
trade, a country that we help with fi-
nancial assistance. When it was going
down the tubes, the United States Gov-
ernment held back the financial insta-
bility, that we still back through the
International Monetary Fund, through
world financial organizations and
through the corporations of America.

So I ask tonight, where is the out-
rage? There is outrage about Kosovo.
There is outrage about Saddam Hus-
sein in Iraq. But these folks from Mex-
ico, these corrupt individuals, these il-
legal narcotics dealers, have killed
100,000 Americans in the last 6 or 7
years of this administration; 14,000
young people, young adults and Ameri-
cans who lost their lives, a cost of a
quarter of a trillion dollars to the
American people. Where is the outrage?

If it takes every week, if it takes
every night, I will be here on the floor.
If it takes 100 more committee meet-
ings to bring this to the attention of
the Congress that we need to make cer-
tain that we get this effort back on
track, we need to make certain that we
seek the cooperation and that we seek
working with our allies, such as Mex-
ico, to see that the flow of illegal nar-
cotics, the production of illegal nar-
cotics, hard drugs like heroin, cocaine,
methamphetamine, that are killing our
young people are stopped at their
source before they ever reach our bor-
der, before they ever imprison our
young people and destroy the lives of
so many Americans and destroy the
lives of their families. So whatever it
takes, I will be here.

I see my colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), on the floor.
The Speaker has appointed myself, the
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gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN)
from Ohio, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MCCOLLUM). The gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) is in charge of
working on the demand side and has
done a tremendous job in trying to put
together community programs which,
again, this administration has not ade-
quately funded, to educate our young
people, to work in our communities, to
work with local organizations. He has
done an outstanding job.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM), the Speaker has appointed
him another cochair with me to the
Speaker’s Working Task Force on the
Drug Problem for the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Both have done an excellent job. I
commend them. The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) chairs the
Subcommittee on Crime and works on
criminal justice legislation.

So with those comments, I am
pleased to conclude my remarks to-
night, but I will be back as many times
as it takes, as many hearings as it
takes, and as much attention as we
must give this problem that, again, I
believe is the most important social
problem facing our Nation, our Con-
gress and the future of all Americans.
f

VICTIMS OF TORNADOS IN OHIO
GET SUPPORT FROM NEIGHBORS
AND OTHERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the previous speaker for being
willing to offer me some time, as well
as our next speaker, and also to com-
mend the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MICA), who just gave an explanation of
some of the tremendous problems we
face fighting drugs in this country and
in our hemisphere, for his hard work on
this effort.

He chairs the subcommittee and com-
mittee that deals with this issue, not
only in terms of reducing the supply of
drugs into our country but also the de-
mand, which is, as he said, where I
focus more. The gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) has taken a strong and
balanced approach on this that is going
to lead, over time, I think, to a much
more effective policy to save our young
people from the scourge of drugs.

I want to thank him for what he does
every day. He could be out enjoying
dinner tonight, maybe be with his fam-
ily. Instead, he is here on the floor, as
he is so many evenings, talking about
this issue as he does in his committee
constantly.

Mr. Speaker, I am here tonight to
talk about something else. It has to do
with a natural disaster. Last Friday,
Mr. Speaker, a tornado ripped through
the very heart of my district near
where I live, near where my office is.
The cities of Blue Ash, Ohio, Mont-
gomery, Ohio, Loveland, Ohio, Symmes
and Sycamore Townships were some of
the communities hardest hit in Ham-
ilton County where I live; also Deer-

field Township and several other town-
ships, Hamilton, Salem and others in
Warren County, Addysten in Western
Hamilton County, were hit by these
high winds and devastating storm.

The damage is extensive. I have spent
the last few days visiting the area and
meeting with victims and local offi-
cials trying to help out. Four people
were killed, many injured. It is a mir-
acle that more were not killed when
one looks at the devastation.

Hundreds of southwest Ohio residents
are tonight without homes. In some
areas, entire neighborhoods were vir-
tually wiped out. In other areas, indi-
vidual houses have been destroyed and
then the house right next to it stands
unscathed.

Although the damage estimates are
still under way, we know that there are
about 900 homes that have been dam-
aged by the storm; 200 of them have
been so severely damaged that they
probably will not be able to be rebuilt
or they have been totally destroyed.
Another couple of hundred have sus-
tained very extensive damage. Dozens
of businesses were damaged or de-
stroyed.

Tonight our hearts go out to those
families who are trying to put their
lives back together. There are some
people who lost everything. We have
seen from other natural disasters in
our area, particularly the flooding in
1997, how difficult it can be for a com-
munity to rebuild after a natural dis-
aster; and our thoughts and prayers are
with everyone in these hard-hit com-
munities.

The good news is that the response to
this storm has been decisive and quick.
Truly, I have been overwhelmed by it.
Victims are getting help. Neighbors are
helping, friends are helping, total
strangers are pitching in, all to get
people back on their feet.

I spent the last few days working
with local, State and Federal officials,
working alongside Red Cross and so
many other volunteers, police, fire
fighters from every neighborhood in
our region. It has been truly heart-
warming to see people throughout
southwest Ohio rally around these
communities.

I had occasion on Saturday to tour
some of the areas with the Federal
Small Business Administration per-
sonnel who were sent in to evaluate the
damage, and I asked them after some
of our visits what they thought about
this disaster and how they would com-
pare it to the many others that they
have seen around the country, earth-
quakes, floods, fires and so on.

They said, well, the big difference we
see here is the fact that your commu-
nity, Congressman, really has pulled
together and people are helping in
every way they possibly can, busi-
nesses, individuals and so on. That,
again, was heartwarming for me to
hear that in the area where I live, folks
have come together in a way that is so
effective at helping their fellow per-
sons.

There are too many people to thank,
so many people have done this, the po-

lice and fire departments in Blue Ash,
Montgomery, Loveland; Sycamore and
Symmes Townships, Deerfield Town-
ship, all the affected areas have been
fantastic. I think they have done an
outstanding job. The sheriffs’ depart-
ments in Hamilton and Warren Coun-
ties provided rapid response. Emer-
gency management throughout south-
west Ohio were well prepared and well
organized. Our Governor, Bob Taft,
came down to the area immediately.
His emergency management agency of-
ficials have been excellent, and I want
to thank the Governor personally for
his interest and personal concern for
our area.

The Hamilton County Urban Search
and Rescue Task Force, so-called
USAR team, has been great. They have
been working along with elements of
FEMA’s Ohio Task Force One and they
have really been a Godsend to the com-
munities. They searched about 70
homes the morning of the tornado to
make sure there was indeed an accu-
rate count of those damaged and in-
jured and those killed.

They also searched numerous busi-
nesses to look for survivors, and they
have helped since then to be sure that
as the clean-up is proceeding, people
are entering these homes and busi-
nesses in a safe way. Dozens of other
agencies throughout the area have lent
their mutual support and assistance to
these devastated communities.

The Red Cross, of course, and the
Salvation Army have been on the scene
since the start, offering help to victims
and their families; and all of us owe a
tremendous debt of gratitude to untold
hundreds of volunteers, people who
have come out to these communities,
some neighbors again, some friends,
some total strangers who have taken
time and energy to help these folks
who are in distress.
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Our prayers go out to the families,
and our thanks and appreciation go to
all the hardworking volunteers and
emergency management personnel and
local officials who I think have done an
outstanding job at a difficult time.

This clean-up process is going to be
long and hard. There is still more we
need to do to help families get back on
their feet. One area where we have
made some progress is getting relief
from the April 15th tax filing deadline
for tornado victims. Victims have
much too much to worry about on their
minds right now to worry about wheth-
er or not they get their taxes in and to
worry about the IRS.

We have worked with the IRS here 2
days before the April 15 deadline to get
some relief, to get extensions. The IRS
has had officials at my office on Mont-
gomery Road to answer questions and
help tornado victims right through
April 15. People can stop by my office
in Kenwood, or call us at 791–0381 to get
filing extension information, to get ex-
pedited refund checks from the IRS, or
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to expedite the process of their tax re-
turns.

We have forms to be able to help peo-
ple extend their tax filings and also to
get expedited refunds. The IRS has also
agreed to set up a special phone num-
ber for tornado-related problems in
Cincinnati. That number is 241–2929,
and after hours you can call the IRS
Helpline at 1–800–829–1040.

We are making some progress, but we
still need a lot more help. The Federal
Small Business Administration had a
disaster relief team again I joined in
the district last week. FEMA officials
arrived at the disaster scene to conduct
a disaster assessment.

I understand from local and State
and Federal officials that the area is
likely to meet the threshold to be de-
clared a Federal disaster area, and I
urge President Clinton to give prompt
consideration to a request that may
come from Ohio Governor Bob Taft
shortly.

I would also like to thank my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, many
of whom have come up to me to express
their condolences and support as the
area I represent recovers from this dev-
astating storm. Now it is time for all of
us to do all we can do to help these vic-
tims pull their lives back together.
f

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
FOR THE 106TH CONGRESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, Mr. HYDE, is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the
Rules, I am submitting a copy of the Rules of
Procedure of the Committee on the Judiciary
adopted February 4, 1999.

RULES OF PROCEDURE, 106TH CONGRESS,
ADOPTED FEBRUARY 4, 1999

Rule I. The Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives are the rules of the Committee
on the Judiciary and its subcommittees with
the following specific additions thereto.

RULE II. COMMITTEE MEETINGS

(a) The regular meeting day of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for the conduct of
its business shall be on Tuesday of each week
while the House is in session.

(b) Additional meetings may be called by
the Chairman and a regular meeting of the
Committee may be dispensed with when, in
the judgment of the Chairman, there is no
need therefor.

(c) At least 24 hours (excluding Saturdays,
Sundays and legal holidays when the House
is not in session) before each scheduled Com-
mittee or subcommittee meeting, each Mem-
ber of the Committee or subcommittee shall
be furnished a list of the bill(s) and subject(s)
to be considered and/or acted upon at the
meeting. Bills or subjects not listed shall be
subject to a point of order unless their con-
sideration is agreed to by a two-thirds vote
of the Committee or subcommittee.

(d) The Chairman, with such notice to the
ranking Minority Member as is practicable,
may call and convene, as he considers nec-
essary, additional meetings of the Com-
mittee for the consideration of any bill or
resolution pending before the Committee or
for the conduct of other Committee business.
The Committee shall meet for such purpose
pursuant to that call of the Chairman.

(e) Committee and subcommittee meetings
for the transaction of business, i.e. meetings
other than those held for the purpose of tak-
ing testimony, shall be open to the public ex-
cept when the Committee or subcommittee
determines by majority vote to close the
meeting because disclosure of matters to be
considered would endanger national security,
would compromise sensitive law enforcement
information, or would tend to defame, de-
grade or incriminate any person or otherwise
would violate any law or rule of the House.

(f) Every motion made to the Committee
and entertained by the Chairman shall be re-
duced to writing upon demand of any Mem-
ber, and a copy made available to each Mem-
ber present.

(g) For purposes of taking any action at a
meeting of the full Committee or any sub-
committee thereof, a quorum shall be con-
stituted by the presence of not less than one-
third of the Members of the Committee or
subcommittee, except that a full majority of
the Members of the Committee or sub-
committee shall constitute a quorum for
purposes of reporting a measure or rec-
ommendation from the Committee or sub-
committee, closing a meeting to the public,
or authorizing the issuance of a subpoena.

RULE III. HEARINGS

(a) The Committee Chairman or any sub-
committee chairman shall make public an-
nouncement of the date, place, and subject
matter of any hearing to be conducted by it
on any measure or matter at least one week
before the commencement of that hearing. If
the Chairman of the Committee or sub-
committee, with the concurrence of the
ranking Minority Member, determines there
is good cause to begin the hearing sooner, or
if the Committee or subcommittee so deter-
mines by majority vote, a quorum being
present for the transaction of business, the
Chairman or subcommittee chairman shall
make the announcement at the earliest pos-
sible date.

(b) Committee and subcommittee hearings
shall be open to the public except when the
Committee or subcommittee determines by
majority vote to close the meeting because
disclosure of matters to be considered would
endanger national security, would com-
promise sensitive law enforcement informa-
tion, or would tend to defame, degrade or in-
criminate any person or otherwise would vio-
late any law or rule of the House.

(c) For purpose of taking testimony and re-
ceiving evidence before the Committee or
any subcommittee, a quorum shall be con-
stituted by the presence of two Members.

(d) In the course of any hearing each Mem-
ber shall be allowed five minutes for the in-
terrogation of a witness until such times as
each Member who so desires has an oppor-
tunity to question the witness.

RULE IV. BROADCASTING

Whenever a hearing or meeting conducted
by the Committee or any subcommittee is
open to the public, those proceedings shall be
open to coverage by television, radio and
still photography except when the hearing or
meeting is closed pursuant to the Committee
Rules of Procedure.

RULE V. STANDING SUBCOMMITTEES

(a) The full Committee shall have jurisdic-
tion over the following subject matters: anti-
trust law, tort liability, including medical
malpractice and product liability, legal re-
form generally, and such other matters as
determined by the Chairman.

(b) There shall be five standing sub-
committees of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, with jurisdictions as follows:

(1) Subcommittee on Courts and Intellec-
tual Property: copyright, patent and trade-
mark law, administration of U.S. courts,

Federal Rules of Evidence, Civil and Appel-
late Procedure, judicial ethics, other appro-
priate matters as referred by the Chairman,
and relevant oversight.

(2) Subcommittee on the Constitution: con-
stitutional amendments, constitutional
rights, federal civil rights laws, ethics in
government, other appropriate matters as
referred by the Chairman, and relevant over-
sight.

(3) Subcommittee on Commercial and Ad-
ministrative Law: bankruptcy and commer-
cial law, bankruptcy judgeships, administra-
tive law, independent counsel, state taxation
affecting interstate commerce, interstate
compacts, other appropriate matters as re-
ferred by the Chairman, and relevant over-
sight.

(4) Subcommittee on Crime: Federal Crimi-
nal Code, drug enforcement, sentencing, pa-
role and pardons, Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure, prisons, other appropriate mat-
ters as referred by the Chairman, and rel-
evant oversight.

(5) Subcommittee on Immigration and
Claims: immigration and naturalization, ad-
mission of refugees, treaties, conventions
and international agreements, claims
against the United States, federal charters of
incorporation, private immigration and
claims bills, other appropriate matters as re-
ferred by the Chairman, and relevant over-
sight.

(c) The Chairman of the Committee and
ranking Minority Member thereof shall be ex
officio Members, but not voting Members, of
each subcommittee which such Chairman or
ranking Minority Member has not been as-
signed by resolution of the Committee. Ex
officio Members shall not be counted as
present for purposes of constituting a
quorum at any hearing or meeting of such
subcommittee.

RULE VI. POWERS AND DUTIES OF
SUBCOMMITTEES

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet,
hold hearings, receive evidence, and report
to the full Committee on all matters referred
to it or under its jurisdiction. Subcommittee
chairmen shall set dates for hearings and
meetings of their respective subcommittees
after consultation with the Chairman and
other subcommittee chairmen with a view
toward avoiding simultaneous scheduling of
full Committee and subcommittee meetings
or hearings whenever possible.

RULE VII. NON-LEGISLATIVE REPORTS

No report of the Committee or sub-
committee which does not accompany a
measure or matter for consideration by the
House shall be published unless all Members
of the Committee or subcommittee issuing
the report shall have been apprised of such
report and given the opportunity to give no-
tice of intention to file supplemental, addi-
tional, or dissenting views as part of the re-
port. In no case shall the time in which to
file such views be less than three calendar
days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays and
legal holidays when the House is not in ses-
sion).

RULE VIII. COMMITTEE RECORDS

The records of the Committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration
shall be made available for public use ac-
cording to the Rules of the House. The Chair-
man shall notify the ranking Minority Mem-
ber of any decision to withhold a record oth-
erwise available, and the matter shall be pre-
sented to the Committee for a determination
on the written request of any Member of the
Committee.
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KOSOVO AND THE INVOLVEMENT

OF U.S. TROOPS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SWEENEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I will not take the entire
hour, but I do want to continue a dis-
cussion that I started last evening, a
discussion regarding the situation in
Kosovo and the involvement of our
troops in the air campaign, as well as
the potential involvement of our troops
in a ground campaign.

I thought it was especially important
to continue this this evening, Mr.
Speaker, because, as we both know,
there are a number of our colleagues
who are this evening sitting in their of-
fices signing mail and responding to
constituent concerns and at the same
time keeping one eye and perhaps one
ear on the discussions taking place
here.

I think it is important that we look
at all the parameters associated with
the status of our military today as we
hear increased discussions in the city
about committing significantly larger
amounts of American troops to Kosovo,
and committing a significant amount
of American resources to the situation
and the ultimate defeat of Milosevic.

Last night, Mr. Speaker, I focused on
the need to bring Russia in and to basi-
cally have Russia, which is on an ongo-
ing basis a significant beneficiary of
American tax dollars, to play a vital
and direct role in helping to bring
Milosevic to the table and to agree to
negotiated terms to settle the ethnic
unrest that has occurred in Serbia, es-
pecially with the Kosovars.

As I said last night, we spend be-
tween $6 hundred million and $1 billion
of taxpayer money on programs to as-
sist Russia. From economic develop-
ment to stabilization of their nuclear
programs to assistance with environ-
mental issues, we are actively engaged
in Russia, and I am in the middle of
many of those issues as the chairman
of the Interparliamentary Commission
with the Russian Duma.

Now is the time for us, Mr. Speaker,
to let Russia know that we expect, for
the assistance that we give them, that
they play a significant and vital role in
bringing Milosevic, an ally and close
confidante of the Russian government
and certain Russian leaders, to the
table to help us resolve this conflict
peacefully.

As I said last evening, I have had dis-
cussions with Russian Duma deputies
and with leaders in Russia who want to
pursue such a course. Make no mistake
about it, I think these negotiations
should be on our terms, not Russia’s.
We should set the policy based on the
negotiations that we have had with the
Contact Group in the past, but Russia
has to be part of the process.

I think in the 3 weeks or so that we
have been bombing Serbia it is evident
that we have not seen Milosevic move,

in terms of coming our way in acquir-
ing a peaceful settlement. What we can
in fact do is, in continuing to apply
pressure on the government there for
the NATO alliance, is bring Russia in
and give Russia a more prominent role,
and basically allow Russia to play I
think the kind of middle position they
should be playing in bringing Milosevic
and his people to somber discussions
about how to resolve this situation
peacefully.

I encourage the administration to do
that. I am heartened that some feed-
back I have gotten today is that the
administration in fact is looking at
these options. I think that is critically
important for Republicans and Demo-
crats to continue to press the adminis-
tration and our allies to look at ways
that we can solve this problem to our
satisfaction, to the satisfaction of
NATO, to the satisfaction of the sta-
bility of the Kosovars and Kosovo as a
Nation, where people can live freely
without ethnic intimidation, but we
should do that also without having to
resort to inserting ground troops and
potentially involving ourselves in a
major conflict that could involve the
world’s two major superpowers as oppo-
nents.

Tonight, Mr. Speaker, I want to use
this opportunity to talk about some
other factors that Members must con-
sider as we prepare to either support or
not support the administration’s policy
on moving additional troops and oper-
ations and personnel and platforms
into Kosovo and the surrounding the-
ater.

Before I do that, however, I want to
reiterate two important points that I
made last evening. The first is that
Milosevic understand in no uncertain
terms that all of us in this body are
united with the President in demand-
ing that he end his reign of terror on
the Kosovars, and that he stop and be
held accountable for the atrocities that
are now unfolding in Kosovo and Ser-
bia, and that we as Americans will fol-
low through in holding him account-
able personally. Let there be no mis-
take about that.

The second key point I want to make
and reemphasize from last evening is
that we are solidly behind our mili-
tary; that we in the Congress are doing
everything in our power to give them
the tools and the resources they need
to allow them to continue the oper-
ations that have been outlined for
them by the Commander in Chief.

But let me get into the meat of what
I would like to discuss this evening,
Mr. Speaker. That deals with the need
for Members of this body and the other
body to understand that deploying our
troops in Kosovo, sending our pilots in
to conduct aerial campaigns, sending
our helicopters, our Apaches in to pro-
vide safe ways, is not the same as send-
ing inanimate robots into an area.

These are human beings, and these
human beings have need, they have
wants. We have not been as supportive
as a Nation in providing the backup

and financial resources to protect the
quality of life and stability of these
troops as we should be.

This is an appropriate time for us to
outline these concerns, and to use this
as part of our discussions as we decide
whether or not to move into a phase
where ground troops are entered into
Kosovo.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the peo-
ple in America have been convinced
that for some reason we are spending
so much more money today on our
military than at any point in time in
the past. The facts just do not bear
that out.

When I talk to my constituents back
in Pennsylvania, I use a simple anal-
ogy. I do not compare what we are
spending on defense to Ronald Reagan,
as some would perhaps do. Rather, I go
back to the time of John Kennedy.

When John Kennedy was president in
the sixties, Mr. Speaker, we were
spending 52 cents of every Federal tax
dollar coming into Washington on the
military. Yet, it was a time of peace. It
was after Korea and before Vietnam.
Fifty-two cents of every tax dollar was
spent on the military. Nine percent of
our gross national product was spent
on defense back then.

In today’s budget, we are spending 15
cents of the Federal tax dollar on de-
fense. We are spending 2.6 percent of
our gross national product on the mili-
tary. The numbers have dropped dra-
matically. In fact, by any accounting
standard, we are spending a signifi-
cantly smaller portion of our Federal
allocation that is available on defense
and security than we were back when
John Kennedy was the President, even
though I would argue that was a more
stable time and a time of peace
throughout the world.

But some other factors have changed.
Back when John Kennedy was presi-
dent we had the draft. Young people
were brought into the military. They
served a period of 2 years or more.
Then they went on with their lives.
They were paid next to nothing.

Today we have an all volunteer force.
They are well educated. Many are mar-
ried, they have children, so we have
added health care costs, housing costs,
travel costs, so a much larger portion
of our smaller defense budget is being
spent on the quality of life to get those
troops, to get those people, to serve in
the military and to keep those troops
involved and to stay on beyond one
tour of duty.

In fact, quality of life is the over-
riding driving factor of our defense
budget process today, to make sure our
troops are happy, that they have the
best possible quality of life to raise
their families and to continue to serve
America.

That was not the case back in the
sixties. With the draft, we paid the
troops a meager amount of money.
Most were not married. We did not
have all the associated costs with hous-
ing, education, health care, and so
forth.
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Some other things have changed.

Back in John Kennedy’s era when we
were spending 52 cents of every Federal
tax dollar on the military, we were not
spending a significant portion of our
defense budget on environmental miti-
gation. In this year’s defense budget,
$11 billion of the defense budget will go
for what we call environmental mitiga-
tion. That is money that is not going
to provide support for our troops. That
is money that is not going to buy new
equipment or to replace old equipment,
or to repair equipment.

Now $11 billion out of today’s budget
for defense environmental mitigation,
and zero dollars spent during John
Kennedy’s era for the similar type of
situation, a further change from the
nineties as compared to the sixties.

But there is even a more funda-
mental difference that gets at the
heart of our problem in sustaining the
readiness of our troops today. That is
the issue that I also talked about last
evening. This issue, Mr. Speaker, I
think we have to drive home to Ameri-
cans and to our colleagues on a daily
basis.

During the time from World War II’s
ending until 1990 and 1991, under the
administration of all the presidents
that served during that period, starting
with Harry Truman and Dwight D. Ei-
senhower and Richard Nixon and going
on through John Kennedy and Lyndon
Johnson, and going on through Jimmy
Carter and Gerald Ford, and even in-
cluding Ronald Reagan and George
Bush, during all of that time the total
amount of deployments by those Com-
mander in Chiefs was 10, 10 deploy-
ments in 40 years.

Our troops were only inserted into
hostile environments as a measure of
last resort by our Republican and Dem-
ocrat Commander in Chief.

Let us look at the past 8 years, Mr.
Speaker. Since 1991, 1990 and 1991, we
have had 33 deployments. I had to cross
them out, because Kosovo is now the
33rd. There have been 33 deployments
of our troops into hostile situations.
Each of these 33 deployments, 33 in 8
years, versus 10 in 40 years, each of
these deployments cost hundreds of
millions or billions of dollars. None of
these 33 deployments were budgeted
for, not one. None of these deployments
were paid for with an up or down vote
on the Congress in advance of the de-
ployment of the troops.

The payment of the costs associated
with these deployments was made by
taking dollars out of an already de-
creasing defense budget, out of pro-
grams of modernizing our aircraft,
modernizing our naval fleet, modern-
izing our platforms, and giving the sol-
diers, sailors, marines, and corpsmen
the kinds of quality of life that they
deserve in an era where we have all vol-
unteers.

In fact, the Comptroller of the Pen-
tagon has given us a figure that these
33 deployments cost us $19 billion of
unanticipated expenditures. Many of
them were paid with supplementals to

provide the funding to pay for these op-
erations.

In fact, the irony of these 33 deploy-
ments, Mr. Speaker, is that we in the
Congress, Democrats and Republicans
alike, joining together each year for
the past 4 years, plussed up more
money to try to replenish some of
these funds that were being eaten away
for this rapidly increasing deployment
rate.

In fact, 4 years ago we gave the Pen-
tagon $10 billion more than what the
President asked for. Three years ago
we gave the Pentagon $6 billion more
than what the Pentagon asked for. Two
years ago we gave the Pentagon $3 bil-
lion more than what the President
asked for.

In each of those years, as we in the
Congress tried to replenish the funds to
replace money that was being used for
these deployments, the President and
the administration criticized the Con-
gress for giving the Pentagon more
money than they asked for.
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Finally this year, the Pentagon lead-
ers have spoken up and said, ‘‘We can
take this no longer. The funding prob-
lem is so severe in the Pentagon that
we have to tell you candidly that we
need more money in next year’s budg-
et.’’

The service chiefs came in and testi-
fied before the House committees and
the Senate committees and said, at a
minimum, they need $19 billion more
than what President Clinton asked for
in the fiscal year 2000 budget.

The President said he would make $11
billion of new funding available. It was
a great speech. But when we cut away
all of the rhetoric, the actual new
money put in by the President in his
budget for the next fiscal year is $3 bil-
lion. In fact, one of the gimmicks they
used was to take $3 billion out of R&D
for defense, shift it into acquisition,
and call that a $3 billion plus-up in de-
fense spending.

The problem we have today is that
the readiness of our troops, the capa-
bility to perform in Kosovo, is directly
dependent on how much we support our
troops. The fact is, Mr. Speaker, we
have undermined the capability of our
military.

Because of the rapidly increasing
level of deploying our troops around
the world and because of the rapidly
decreasing defense budget, we have un-
fortunately encountered a mismatch
that is affecting the quality of life for
our troops, that is affecting the ability
for our troops to serve this Nation well
in Kosovo, let alone the possibility of
asking ground troops to go in to fight
what could be a massive war.

Mr. Speaker, let me give my col-
leagues some examples that are very
specific. One of our national defense
technical media outlets is running a se-
ries of stories that, to me, are embar-
rassing. They have documents, one of
which I will enter into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. These are internal

memos of the Army where the Army is
discussing the need to replace the sur-
vival radio gear that we provide the pi-
lots and crew members on aircraft fly-
ing over hostile environments.

This gear and equipment is essential
because, if a plane is downed, as we saw
with the F–117A, those pilots and those
crew members have got to have a way
to get a signal back so that we can go
in and rescue them.

These documents refer to those sys-
tems. Unfortunately in the internal
memos of the Army, in discussing the
availability of these devices to provide
for our planes that are flying, not just
over Kosovo, but also over Iraq in the
peacekeeping role there and protecting
the no-fly zone, this is what the Army
is saying to those who are asking for
these devices to put on these planes to
protect our pilots, and I quote: ‘‘We do
not have any radios available to fill
shortages.’’ We do not have any radios
available to fill shortages, referring to
these devices that are so critically im-
portant for pilots that may be downed
in either Iraq or in Kosovo from enemy
fire.

They go on to discuss the fact that
we need to have some kind of protec-
tion for the pilots. So further on in the
same memo, these are internal Army
memos that I have been given by the
medial outlets running these stories,
this is a directive that has been issued
by the Army, ‘‘The pilot in command’’
of the aircraft ‘‘will continue to ensure
that not less than one fully operational
survival radio is on board the aircraft.
This does not preclude crew members
from carrying additional radios on
board the aircraft as assets become
available. In addition, the’’ pilot in
charge ‘‘will ensure that crew members
without radios have other means of sig-
naling’’, now listen to this, Mr. Speak-
er, either a ‘‘foliage penetration flare
kit and/or a signal mirror.’’

Can we imagine, Mr. Speaker, that
we are sending pilots and crew mem-
bers into a hostile environment, wheth-
er it is over Iraq or Kosovo, and we are
telling them, because we do not have
enough equipment, that they should
make sure that they have a signal mir-
ror; that that is the method they are
going to use to tell our rescue crews
that they have been downed.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, there was an-
other story that ran a week or so ago
where one of our Maryland units, I be-
lieve it is the 104th Air Reserve Squad-
ron out of neighboring Maryland who is
currently flying the missions over Iraq
at this very moment, that the com-
manding officer has been quoted as
saying that that unit had to go to local
Radio Shack stores and buy GPS de-
vices to give their pilots to carry on
board these planes.

Mr. Speaker, this is not some pie-in-
the-sky make-believe threatening sce-
nario. This is what is happening today
with our military. How can we as the
world’s most powerful Nation there to
provide security and leadership for
NATO allow our pilots and their crews
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to fly combat missions without the ap-
propriate equipment to guarantee the
safety of their lives?

Is it no wonder, Mr. Speaker, that
the retention rate for our pilots in the
Navy and the Air Force is the lowest
rate today since World War II? The re-
tention rate for Air Force and Navy pi-
lots flying planes today over Kosovo
and Iraq is below 20 percent. In one
case, it is 15 percent.

We wonder why these young pilots
who we have invested so much money
to train do not want to stay in. It is be-
cause we are not giving them the
equipment they need. It is because
their morale is suffering and because
they are sick and tired of going from
one deployment to the next.

Instead of having time to come back
to visit with our families, to visit with
our children, they are being dispatched
to Haiti, from Haiti to Somalia, from
Somalia to Macedonia, from Macedonia
to Bosnia, from Bosnia to Kosovo.

The morale is suffering in a dramatic
way, and we are seeing the result of
that in a level of retention for pilots
that we have not seen in the last 50
years. In fact, Mr. Speaker, we are see-
ing it in the ability to recruit new
young people in the services.

The Secretary of the Army just 1
month ago, because of shortages in the
Army’s ability to bring the new re-
cruits, has proposed that we lower the
standard of acceptance, that we now
take young people in the Army who do
not have high school diplomas.

Here is the irony of that, Mr. Speak-
er, the Army’s number one priority
right now, which I fully support, is the
digitized battlefield, to give the Army
warrior of the 21st century an informa-
tion technology capability second to
none, a computer in the backpack so
they have visual imaging, a GPS capa-
bility so in their goggles they can see
what the pilots in our helicopters and
our planes and our radar surveillance
planes are seeing.

At a time when we are making our
soldiers digitized, able to be operating
computers, we are having to lower the
standard of acceptance in the Army to
well below a high school diploma be-
cause we cannot fill the billets, be-
cause the morale in the services are
suffering unlike any time, including
1970s, since World War II.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, we have ships
going out to sea, aircraft carriers short
of 600 to 700 sailors from what the re-
quired rate of deployment and billets
should be for a mission, 600 to 700 sail-
ors short because we cannot provide
the number of sailors to man the ships
to do the functions that they are re-
quired to do in hostile environments.

Mr. Speaker, these are facts. These
are not ideas. These are not maybes.
These are dependables. These things
are happening today. We have a severe
problem with our military. We are
stretching it to the bone.

Our military was not designed to be-
come the world’s police department
where every time a conflict occurs, we

send in the American troops. These are
not robots. These are human beings
with families, with loved ones. They
deserve to be treated with dignity and
respect.

I appreciate President Clinton today
or yesterday going down and speaking
to the pilots who are flying our B–52s,
real heroes for America and real heroes
for the world that we are trying to pro-
tect. But I wish the President would
have addressed one other thing when
he spoke to them.

I wish he would have told those pilots
what we all know, that those B–52
bombers are going to be 75 years old be-
fore we can retire them, 75 years old
and flying because we have undermined
the base of financial support to provide
new aircraft.

That is what is critical to those pi-
lots in those B–52s and those crews. It
is not just enough to say they are
American heroes. It also requires us to
give them the new equipment, the
training, the repairs, the kinds of sup-
port they need to do the job they are
being asked to do.

We are not doing that, Mr. Speaker.
We are not modernizing the military
because, over the past 6 years, we have
cut program after program to put the
money in to paying for these deploy-
ments because we do not have the dol-
lars necessary to fund these deploy-
ments up front.

This means that marines flying in
the CH–46 workhorse helicopter that
was built during the Vietnam War will
be flying those helicopters when they
are 55 years old. Those helicopters were
designed to be flown for 20 to 25 years.

The marines will have to fly the 46
when it is 55 years old because we have
not replaced the 46 with the aircraft
that is designed to take it out of serv-
ice, because we have taken the money
from that program and used it to fund
these escapades around the world; and
that is what they are, escapades.

Critics would say to me, ‘‘Well, wait
a minute, Congressman Weldon, you
are being critical of this President and
this administration for all of these de-
ployments. What about President
Bush? Wasn’t it President Bush back in
1991 in this 33 deployment rate who
sent our troops to Desert Storm, a very
large conflict?’’

The answer is, yes, it was President
Bush who sent our troops into Desert
Storm. We did have a full and open de-
bate in this body and the other body
before those troops were committed to
combat.

We did one other thing, Mr. Speaker,
or I should not say ‘‘we did’’. The
President did. President Bush felt so
strongly about the allied commitment
in Desert Storm that he personally
went to the major world leaders around
the world, and he said something very
simple to them. ‘‘If you cannot send
troops, then you must support this op-
eration financially. But if you can send
troops, we want your troops involved.’’

Desert Storm was the largest multi-
national force that we have seen cer-

tainly in this decade. In fact, Mr.
Speaker, Desert Storm cost the Amer-
ican taxpayer $51 billion, a huge sum of
money. But, Mr. Speaker, President
Bush got our allies to reimburse us $52
billion. There was no net cost to our
defense budget.

Each of these deployments, the re-
verse has occurred. Not only are the al-
lies not reimbursing us for our costs, in
places like Haiti, we are subsidizing
the cost of other nations sending their
troops in along with us. In fact, we are
using American defense dollars to fund
the support, the housing, the food, and
the subsidization of other nations to
bring their militaries into these de-
ployments that we have become in-
volved with.

Mr. Speaker, the situation is getting
grave. We on the Committee on Armed
Services are getting ready to mark up
our defense authorization bill. We have
very serious problems. The Joint Chiefs
have said publicly they need $19 billion
more than what the President has in
fact allocated.

That does not include a pay raise for
all the service personnel. That does not
include service-wide adjustments to
the retirement system that are needed.
That does not include missile defenses,
which are one of the fastest growing
threats that we see emerging in the
21st Century.

The estimate we have come up with
is that we are short approximately $25
billion in the next fiscal year just to
take care of our ongoing commitments.
I say that, Mr. Speaker, because
Kosovo has already cost us $2 billion.
Where did that money come from? It
came out of an already decreasing de-
fense budget. Every major operation in
the country has had to put dollars on
the table to help fund the Kosovo de-
ployment.

We are going to have to pass a mas-
sive supplemental. I saw the report
today where the long-term projected
cost of Kosovo could exceed $10 billion
to $15 billion alone. Mr. Speaker, I ask
the question of our colleagues, where is
that money going to come from? Where
are we going to find that additional $10
billion to $15 billion when we cannot
even fund the $19 billion to $25 billion
shortfall that has been identified be-
fore Kosovo became an issue.
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We are in a massive crisis. In fact,
Mr. Speaker, as I have spoken around
the country, I have made the state-
ment that this period of time, the
1990s, will go down in history as the
worst decade in undermining our na-
tional security because of our increas-
ing rate of deployment and our massive
decreases in defense allocations. The
two run in a diametrically opposite
way, and we are feeling the crunch
today.

With all of these deployments, the
Navy is being asked to do more and
more assignments around the world.
We are now dispatching another carrier
over to the Kosovo theater; to the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1935April 13, 1999
Balkan theater. The Navy at one time
had 585 ships. If we listen to our Navy
experts today, we are having trouble
keeping our Navy at 300 ships, in spite
of these massive increases in deploy-
ments around the world.

Our fighter squadrons. We have fight-
er squadrons today, Mr. Speaker, where
up to one-third of the planes are
grounded because we are using them as
spare parts to keep the other two-
thirds in the air flying.

Mr. Speaker, how long can this go on
before the American people sense that
something is terribly wrong? Is it
going to take a massive loss of life?
Are we going to have to see another
case where soldiers are killed, as we
saw 28 young Americans killed in 1991
when that low-complexity SCUD mis-
sile hit the barracks in Saudi Arabia
that we could not defend against and
we brought them home in body bags?

It is a real fact, Mr. Speaker, that 8
years after that attack on our soldiers
in Saudi Arabia with that SCUD mis-
sile that we have no highly effective
system today to deal with the medium-
range missiles that Iran and Iraq both
now have, that North Korea has now
deployed that threatens our troops in
South Korea and threatens our troops
in Japan. The growth of missile pro-
liferation is providing threats to our
troops that we do not have the money
to build systems to defend against.

The threat of weapons of mass de-
struction has caused the President to
ask for billions of dollars of additional
money to deal with the threats of the
potential use of chemical, biological
and small nuclear weapons, and I agree
with his assessment of the threat. But,
Mr. Speaker, we do not have the
money.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps the greatest
threat, the threat of cyber terrorism,
the use by a rogue nation or rogue
group with high-performance com-
puters to compromise our smart weap-
ons and our civilian information sys-
tems, is requiring a massive increase in
new dollars to deal with information
warfare, and we do not have the money
to put into that process.

Mr. Speaker, I recite these facts be-
cause as we, my colleagues and I, are
being asked to assess whether or not
our troops should be deployed, both our
helicopters which are already there and
the troops that support them that are
already there, and the potential follow-
on of a larger group of troops going
into Kosovo, we had better consider
one very important thing: We had bet-
ter be prepared to provide every ounce
of support for those men and women
that they need.

That is going to require a significant
new investment of money. That is
going to require an effort that breaks
the budget caps. It is going to require
us to significantly increase the support
to replace the Tomahawk cruise mis-
siles, the guns and ammunition, the
fuel, the lodging costs, and all those
other associated costs that currently
are in excess of $2 billion for the
Kosovo deployment.

Mr. Speaker, we better be prepared
for one other debate as well. If we can-
not sustain the level of our troop
strength that we need, if we cannot re-
verse the decline in the retention of
our pilots, especially Navy and Air
Force pilots, if we cannot turn around
the Army’s problem of recruitment,
the Navy’s problem of filling its billets,
if we cannot solve those problems, Mr.
Speaker, I believe all my colleagues
know what that means we will have to
debate. That means we have to debate
whether or not to consider reinstating
the draft. Boy, all of a sudden does that
raise eyebrows across the country.

It is easy to say put the troops in. It
is easy to say put American kids in
harm’s way. It is easy to say send
planes over. But, Mr. Speaker, we need
men and women to fly those planes, to
fly those helicopters, to feed those
troops. And if morale becomes such a
problem because of our lack of support
financially for our troops, what then do
we do?

If we cannot convince young people
to voluntarily serve their country, and
that is where we are heading, then, un-
fortunately, if we are going to see the
administration keep this level of de-
ployment up, we have got to find a way
to get young people to fill those billets,
to sail those ships, to man those heli-
copters, to fly those B–52s, to fly those
F–117As. And if we cannot do that vol-
untarily, Mr. Speaker, that means we
have to force people to serve our Na-
tion to complete these operations that
our commander-in-chief has gotten us
into.

These are not easy decisions. These
are not easy circumstances where we
can, sitting in our armchair, decide to
send more robots into a theater and
risk their lives. We have a problem
with our military because we have not
funded readiness, we have not funded
modernization, we are not even giving
the pilots the remote sensing gear they
need if they are shot down.

And if we cannot provide the support
to keep those volunteers serving our
country, then those Members of Con-
gress who are standing before the na-
tional media, who are talking about
putting our troops in harm’s way, who
are talking about sending tens of thou-
sands of new troops into Kosovo, they
better be prepared to address the issue
of where do these young people come
from. Because if we cannot provide the
bodies, then we have to force young
Americans to do what they did prior to
the Vietnam War, and that is serve
their country as a part of a national
conscription effort.

Mr. Speaker, I am not prepared to do
that. I do not think we should be
thinking about restoring the draft, but
I also understand the reality of the sit-
uation we are in. We cannot have it
both ways. We cannot deploy our
troops 33 times, we cannot keep young
people in Haiti, Macedonia, Somalia,
the Balkans, in Bosnia, and put them
in Kosovo, and have them handle floods
and tornadoes and earthquakes and un-

rest in Central America, and rebuilding
in Central America, and at the same
time not have the bodies to fill those
slots. It does not work that way.

Now, Mr. Speaker, we have never
heard this President deal with these
issues. He has not talked about the
need to provide additional support for
our troops. He does not want to break
the budget caps. He does not want to
put the kind of money in that the
Joint Chiefs have said publicly they
need this year. And he is not willing to
talk about the morale problems in the
military. These are issues that we in
the Congress cannot run away from.

Defense is not a partisan issue. I am
the first to admit publicly, Mr. Speak-
er, that Democrats in this body have
been as supportive of defense as have
Republicans, and some of our leading
supporters of the military are Members
of the Democrat party. An over-
whelming number of our Republicans
are strong supporters of our military.

I want to speak to those other Mem-
bers of the Congress who want to put
our troops in harm’s way but who want
to cut the defense budget even further
than what it is now. Mr. Speaker, we
cannot let that happen. Every one of
those Members of Congress who goes on
national TV, who stands in the well of
this body and talks about committing
our troops, talks about humanitarian
efforts, talks about saving lives and
taking people out of wheelbarrows to
give them homes, they better be pre-
pared to vote for the money and the
support to deal with the morale prob-
lems, the readiness problems, the mod-
ernization problems that we have in
the military today. Because that is
what this debate needs to focus on.
This is not about undermining the
leadership of our country. This is about
giving those men and women asked to
go into harm’s way the tools they need
to do their job.

We need to have this debate across
America, and I hope, as we get closer
to a decision on how to proceed with
Kosovo, we continue to understand
that every day we are there is costing
us, by one estimate I saw, $30 million
an hour. Thirty million dollars an hour
of U.S. tax money that we do not know
where it is coming from. Thirty million
dollars an hour that the U.S. is putting
up, that we are shouldering the bulk of
the responsibility for.

These costs have to come from some-
place, and this body needs to find a
way to provide the additional resources
to pay for those operational costs and
not rob other accounts that force us to
fly aircraft well beyond their life ex-
pectancy, that forces morale to con-
tinue to drop, that forces our pilots to
want to get out and make money in the
private sector, and that forces those
people flying those bombing missions
and those security missions over Iraq
and Kosovo at this very hour to not
have the necessary equipment so that
if they are shot down they can alert
our rescue crews to come in and know
where they are to get them out quickly
and safely.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1936 April 13, 1999
Mr. Speaker, the challenges before us

are great. This country needs to under-
stand all the dimensions of the Kosovo
deployment. This country needs to un-
derstand that we cannot afford to be
fair weather friends of the brave men
and women who serve this country. It
is not just enough to stand up and wave
the flag and say ‘‘I am behind the
troops.’’ We must be prepared to take
care of all the extra costs that are as-
sociated with these 33 deployments,
many of which our troops are still in-
volved with around the world today.

I ask my colleagues to consider these
facts as we move further into a very
nasty and dangerous situation far away
from the homes and the towns where
these brave Americans live.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 56 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. OSE) at 12 o’clock and 18
minutes a.m.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 68,
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000

Mr. KASICH submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 68)
establishing the congressional budget
for the United States Government for
fiscal year 2000 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for each of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2009:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–91)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 68), establishing the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2000 and setting
forth appropriate budgetary levels for each
of fiscal years 2001 through 2009, do pass with
the following, having met, after full and free
conference, have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate to the
text of the resolution and agree to the same
with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000.
(a) DECLARATION.—Congress determines and

declares that this resolution is the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2000 in-
cluding the appropriate budgetary levels for fis-
cal years 2001 through 2009 as authorized by

section 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as follows:
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget for

fiscal year 2000.
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS

Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts.
Sec. 102. Social security.
Sec. 103. Major functional categories.
Sec. 104. Reconciliation of revenue reductions

in the Senate.
Sec. 105. Reconciliation of revenue reductions

in the House of Representatives.
TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND

RULEMAKING
Sec. 201. Safe deposit box for social security

surpluses.
Sec. 202. Reserve fund for retirement security.
Sec. 203. Reserve fund for medicare.
Sec. 204. Reserve fund for agriculture.
Sec. 205. Tax reduction reserve fund in the Sen-

ate.
Sec. 206. Emergency designation point of order

in the Senate.
Sec. 207. Pay-as-you-go point of order in the

Senate.
Sec. 208. Application and effect of changes in

allocations and aggregates.
Sec. 209. Establishment of levels for fiscal year

1999.
Sec. 210. Deficit-neutral reserve fund to foster

the employment and independence
of individuals with disabilities in
the Senate.

Sec. 211. Reserve fund for fiscal year 2000 sur-
plus.

Sec. 212. Reserve fund for education in the Sen-
ate.

Sec. 213. Exercise of rulemaking powers.
TITLE III—SENSE OF CONGRESS, HOUSE,

AND SENATE PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Sense of Congress Provisions

Sec. 301. Sense of Congress on the protection of
the social security surpluses.

Sec. 302. Sense of Congress on providing addi-
tional dollars to the classroom.

Sec. 303. Sense of Congress on asset-building for
the working poor.

Sec. 304. Sense of Congress on child nutrition.
Sec. 305. Sense of Congress concerning funding

for special education.
Subtitle B—Sense of the House Provisions

Sec. 311. Sense of the House on the Commission
on International Religious Free-
dom.

Sec. 312. Sense of the House on assessment of
welfare-to-work programs.

Subtitle C—Sense of the Senate Provisions
Sec. 321. Sense of the Senate that the Federal

Government should not invest the
social security trust funds in pri-
vate financial markets.

Sec. 322. Sense of the Senate regarding the
modernization and improvement
of the medicare program.

Sec. 323. Sense of the Senate on education.
Sec. 324. Sense of the Senate on providing tax

relief to Americans by returning
the non-social security surplus to
taxpayers.

Sec. 325. Sense of the Senate on access to medi-
care services.

Sec. 326. Sense of the Senate on law enforce-
ment.

Sec. 327. Sense of the Senate on improving secu-
rity for United States diplomatic
missions.

Sec. 328. Sense of the Senate on increased fund-
ing for the National Institutes of
Health.

Sec. 329. Sense of the Senate on funding for
Kyoto protocol implementation
prior to Senate ratification.

Sec. 330. Sense of the Senate on TEA–21 fund-
ing and the States.

Sec. 331. Sense of the Senate that the one hun-
dred sixth Congress, first session
should reauthorize funds for the
farmland protection program.

Sec. 332. Sense of the Senate on the importance
of social security for individuals
who become disabled.

Sec. 333. Sense of the Senate on reporting of on-
budget trust fund levels.

Sec. 334. Sense of the Senate regarding South
Korea’s international trade prac-
tices on pork and beef.

Sec. 335. Sense of the Senate on funding for
natural disasters.

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS
SEC. 101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for the fiscal years 2000 through 2009:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of the
enforcement of this resolution—

(A) The recommended levels of Federal reve-
nues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,082,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,434,837,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,454,757,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,531,512,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,584,969,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,648,259,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,681,438,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,735,646,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,805,517,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,868,515,000,000.
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate lev-

els of Federal revenues should be changed are
as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $0.
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$7,810,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$53,519,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$31,806,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$49,180,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$62,637,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$109,275,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$135,754,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$150,692,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$177,195,000,000.
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes of

the enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total new budget authority are
as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,720,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,455,785,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,486,875,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,559,079,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,612,910,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,666,657,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,698,214,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,753,326,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,814,537,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,874,778,000,000.
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the en-

forcement of this resolution, the appropriate lev-
els of total budget outlays are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,082,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,434,837,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,454,757,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,531,512,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,583,753,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,639,568,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,667,838,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,717,042,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,781,865,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,841,858,000,000.
(4) DEFICITS OR SURPLUSES.—For purposes of

the enforcement of this resolution, the amounts
of the deficits or surpluses are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $0.
Fiscal year 2001: $0.
Fiscal year 2002: $0.
Fiscal year 2003: $0.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,216,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $8,691,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $13,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $18,604,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $23,652,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $26,657,000,000.
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of

the public debt are as follows:
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Fiscal year 2000: $5,628,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $5,708,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $5,793,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $5,877,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $5,956,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $6,024,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $6,084,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $6,136,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $6,173,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $6,203,400,000,000.

SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY.
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 302,
and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the amounts of revenues of the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $468,020,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $487,744,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $506,293,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $527,326,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $549,876,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $576,840,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $601,834,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $628,277,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $654,422,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $681,313,000,000.
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For purposes

of Senate enforcement under sections 302, and
311 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the
amounts of outlays of the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund are as fol-
lows:

Fiscal year 2000: $327,256,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $339,789,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $350,127,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $362,197,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $375,253,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $389,485,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $404,596,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $420,616,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $438,132,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $459,496,000,000.

SEC. 103. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.
Congress determines and declares that the ap-

propriate levels of new budget authority and
budget outlays for fiscal years 2000 through 2009
for each major functional category are:

(1) National Defense (050):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $288,812,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $276,567,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $303,616,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $285,949,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $308,175,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $291,714,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $318,277,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $303,642,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $327,166,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $313,460,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $328,370,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $316,675,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $329,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $315,110,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $330,869,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $313,686,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $332,175,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $317,102,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $333,451,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $318,040,000,000.
(2) International Affairs (150):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $12,511,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,850,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $11,679,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $15,212,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $10,885,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,581,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $12,590,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,977,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,994,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,716,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $14,151,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,352,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $14,352,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,069,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $14,429,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,886,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $14,498,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,701,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $14,462,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,560,000,000.
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology

(250):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $17,955,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,214,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $17,946,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,907,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,880,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,784,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,772,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,768,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,768,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000
(B) Outlays, $17,768,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,768,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $17,912,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,768,000,000.
(4) Energy (270):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $49,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$650,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$1,435,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$3,136,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$163,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,138,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$84,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,243,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$319,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,381,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$447,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,452,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$452,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,453,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$506,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,431,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$208,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,137,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$76,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,067,000,000.

(5) Natural Resources and Environment (300):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $22,820,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,644,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $21,833,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,879,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $21,597,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,223,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $22,479,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,579,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $22,992,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,003,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $23,036,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,929,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $23,066,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,966,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $23,167,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,925,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $23,158,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,861,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $23,541,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,238,000,000.
(6) Agriculture (350):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $14,331,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,160,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $13,519,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,279,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $11,788,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,036,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $11,955,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,252,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $12,072,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,526,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $10,553,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,882,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $10,609,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,083,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $10,711,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,145,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $10,763,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,162,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $10,853,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,223,000,000.
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $9,664,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,270,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $10,620,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,754,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $14,450,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,188,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $14,529,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,875,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,859,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,439,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $12,660,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,437,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $12,635,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,130,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,666,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,879,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
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(A) New budget authority, $12,642,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,450,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $13,415,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,824,000,000.
(8) Transportation (400):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $51,825,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,833,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $50,996,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,711,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $50,845,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,265,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $52,255,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,769,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $52,285,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,255,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $52,314,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,071,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $52,345,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,039,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $52,378,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,039,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $52,412,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,056,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $52,447,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,082,000,000.
(9) Community and Regional Development

(450):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $6,369,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,462,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $4,011,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,298,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $3,608,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,857,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $3,851,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,536,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $3,828,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,812,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $3,819,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $3,012,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $3,816,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,732,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $3,810,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,606,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $3,811,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,522,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $3,808,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $2,483,000,000.
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and

Social Services (500):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $66,347,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $63,806,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $66,030,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,574,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $66,476,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $64,847,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $70,963,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $67,460,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $73,277,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $70,162,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $74,093,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $72,672,000,000.

Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $74,858,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $73,843,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $75,762,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $74,748,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $76,773,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $75,738,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $76,680,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $75,688,000,000.
(11) Health (550):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $156,181,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $152,986,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $164,089,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $162,357,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $173,330,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $173,767,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $184,679,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $185,330,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $197,893,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $198,499,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $212,821,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $212,637,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $228,379,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $228,323,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $246,348,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $245,472,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $265,160,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $264,420,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $285,541,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $284,941,000,000.
(12) Medicare (570):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $208,652,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $208,698,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $222,104,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $222,252,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $230,593,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $230,222,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $250,743,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $250,871,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $268,558,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $268,738,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $295,574,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $295,188,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $306,772,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $306,929,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $337,566,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $337,761,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $365,642,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $365,225,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $394,078,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $394,249,000,000.
(13) Income Security (600):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $244,390,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $248,088,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $250,473,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $257,033,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $262,970,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $266,577,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $276,386,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $276,176,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:

(A) New budget authority, $286,076,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $285,533,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $298,442,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $298,424,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $304,655,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $305,093,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $310,547,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $311,448,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $323,815,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $325,266,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $334,062,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $335,604,000,000.
(14) Social Security (650):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $14,239,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,348,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $13,768,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,750,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $15,573,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,555,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $16,299,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,281,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $17,087,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,069,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $17,961,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,943,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $18,895,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,877,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $19,907,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,889,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $21,033,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,015,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $22,233,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,215,000,000.
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $45,424,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,564,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $44,255,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $44,980,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $44,728,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,117,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $45,897,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,385,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $46,248,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,713,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $48,789,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,292,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $47,266,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,812,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $47,805,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,231,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $48,451,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $48,997,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $49,099,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,671,000,000.
(16) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $23,434,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,349,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $24,656,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,117,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $24,657,000,000.
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(B) Outlays, $24,932,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $24,561,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,425,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $26,195,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,084,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $26,334,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,221,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $26,370,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,249,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $26,403,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,285,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $26,450,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,346,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $26,481,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,368,000,000.
(17) General Government (800):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $12,339,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,476,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $11,916,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,605,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $12,060,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,282,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $12,083,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,150,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $12,099,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,186,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $12,112,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,906,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $12,134,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,839,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,150,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,873,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $12,169,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,064,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $12,178,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,931,000,000.
(18) Net Interest (900):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $275,486,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $275,486,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $271,071,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $271,071,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $267,482,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $267,482,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $265,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $265,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $263,498,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $263,498,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $261,143,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $261,143,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $258,985,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $258,985,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $257,468,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $257,468,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $255,085,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $255,085,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $252,968,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $252,968,000,000.
(19) Allowances (920):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$9,833,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$10,794,000,000.

Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$8,481,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$12,874,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$6,437,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$19,976,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,394,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$4,835,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,481,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,002,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,515,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,067,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,619,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,192,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,210,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,780,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,279,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,851,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,316,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,889,000,000.
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$34,275,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$34,275,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$36,881,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$36,881,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$43,654,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$43,654,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,102,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,102,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,329,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,329,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$38,465,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$38,465,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$39,364,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$39,364,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$40,856,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$40,856,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$41,925,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$41,925,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$43,039,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$43,039,000,000.

SEC. 104. RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-
TIONS IN THE SENATE.

Not later than July 23, 1999, the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance shall report to the Senate a
reconciliation bill proposing changes in laws
within its jurisdiction necessary to reduce reve-
nues by not more than $0 in fiscal year 2000,
$142,315,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
2000 through 2004, and $777,868,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2009.
SEC. 105. RECONCILIATION OF REVENUE REDUC-

TIONS IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.

Not later than July 16, 1999, the Committee on
Ways and Means shall report to the House of
Representatives a reconciliation bill proposing
changes in laws within its jurisdiction necessary
to reduce revenues by not more than $0 in fiscal
year 2000, $142,315,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 2000 through 2004, and $777,868,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2000 through 2009.

TITLE II—BUDGETARY RESTRAINTS AND
RULEMAKING

SEC. 201. SAFE DEPOSIT BOX FOR SOCIAL SECU-
RITY SURPLUSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) under the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990,

the social security trust funds are off-budget for
purposes of the President’s budget submission
and the concurrent resolution on the budget;

(2) the social security trust funds have been
running surpluses for 17 years;

(3) these surpluses have been used to implic-
itly finance the general operations of the Fed-
eral Government;

(4) in fiscal year 2000, the social security sur-
plus will exceed $137 billion;

(5) for the first time, a concurrent resolution
on the budget balances the Federal budget with-
out counting the social security surpluses;

(6) the only way to ensure that social security
surpluses are not diverted for other purposes is
to balance the budget exclusive of such sur-
pluses; and

(7) Congress and the President should take
such steps as are necessary to ensure that fu-
ture budgets are balanced excluding the sur-
pluses generated by the social security trust
funds.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in the

House of Representatives or the Senate to con-
sider any revision to this resolution or a concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2001, or any amendment thereto or conference
report thereon, that sets forth a deficit for any
fiscal year.

(2) DEFICIT LEVELS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

(A) a deficit shall be the level (if any) set
forth in the most recently agreed to concurrent
resolution on the budget for that fiscal year
pursuant to section 301(a)(3) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974; and

(B) in setting forth the deficit level pursuant
to section 301(a)(3) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, that level shall not include any ad-
justments in aggregates that would be made
pursuant to any reserve fund that provides for
adjustments in allocations and aggregates for
legislation that enhances retirement security
through structural programmatic reform.

(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply if the deficit for a fiscal year results solely
from legislation enacted pursuant to section 202.

(4) BUDGET COMMITTEE DETERMINATIONS.—For
purposes of this subsection, the levels of new
budget authority, outlays, direct spending, new
entitlement authority, revenues, deficits, and
surpluses for a fiscal year shall be determined
on the basis of estimates made by the Committee
on the Budget of the House of Representatives
or the Senate, as applicable.
SEC. 202. RESERVE FUND FOR RETIREMENT SE-

CURITY.
Whenever the Committee on Ways and Means

of the House or the Committee on Finance of the
Senate reports a bill, or an amendment thereto
is offered, or a conference report thereon is sub-
mitted that enhances retirement security
through structural programmatic reform, the ap-
propriate chairman of the Committee on the
Budget may—

(1) increase the appropriate allocations and
aggregates of new budget authority and outlays
by the amount of new budget authority provided
by such measure (and outlays flowing there-
from) for that purpose;

(2) in the Senate, adjust the levels used for de-
termining compliance with the pay-as-you-go
requirements of section 207; and

(3) reduce the revenue aggregates by the
amount of the revenue loss resulting from that
measure for that purpose.
SEC. 203. RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICARE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House or the Committee
on Finance of the Senate reports a bill, or an
amendment thereto is offered (in the House), or
a conference report thereon is submitted that
implements structural medicare reform and sig-
nificantly extends the solvency of the Medicare
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund without the use
of transfers of new subsidies from the general
fund, the appropriate chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget may change committee al-
locations and spending aggregates if such legis-
lation will not cause an on-budget deficit for—
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(1) fiscal year 2000;
(2) the period of fiscal years 2000 through

2004; or
(3) the period of fiscal years 2005 through

2009.
(b) PRESCRIPTION DRUG BENEFIT.—The ad-

justments made pursuant to subsection (a) may
be made to address the cost of the prescription
drug benefit.
SEC. 204. RESERVE FUND FOR AGRICULTURE.

(a) ADJUSTMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the Committee on

Agriculture of the House or the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate reports a bill, or an amendment thereto is of-
fered (in the House), or a conference report
thereon is submitted that provides risk manage-
ment or income assistance for agriculture pro-
ducers that complies with paragraph (2), the ap-
propriate Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget shall increase the allocation of budget
authority and outlays to that committee by the
amount of budget authority (and the outlays re-
sulting therefrom) provided by that legislation
for such purpose in accordance with subsection
(b).

(2) CONDITION.—Legislation complies with this
paragraph if it does not cause a net increase in
budget authority or outlays for fiscal year 2000
and does not cause a net increase in budget au-
thority that is greater than $2,000,000,000 for
any of fiscal years 2001 through 2004.

(b) LIMITATIONS.—The adjustments to the al-
locations required by subsection (a) shall not
exceed—

(1) $6,000,000,000 in budget authority (and the
outlays resulting therefrom) for the period of
fiscal years 2000 through 2004; and

(2) $6,000,000,000 in budget authority and out-
lays for the period of fiscal years 2000 through
2009.
SEC. 205. TAX REDUCTION RESERVE FUND IN THE

SENATE.
In the Senate, the Chairman of the Committee

on the Budget may reduce the spending and rev-
enue aggregates and may revise committee allo-
cations for legislation that reduces revenues if
such legislation will not increase the deficit or
decrease the surplus for—

(1) fiscal year 2000;
(2) the period of fiscal years 2000 through

2004; or
(3) the period of fiscal years 2000 through

2009.
SEC. 206. EMERGENCY DESIGNATION POINT OF

ORDER IN THE SENATE.
(a) DESIGNATIONS.—
(1) GUIDANCE.—In making a designation of a

provision of legislation as an emergency require-
ment under section 251(b)(2)(A) or 252(e) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985, the committee report and any
statement of managers accompanying that legis-
lation shall analyze whether a proposed emer-
gency requirement meets all the criteria in para-
graph (2).

(2) CRITERIA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The criteria to be considered

in determining whether a proposed expenditure
or tax change is an emergency requirement are
whether it is—

(i) necessary, essential, or vital (not merely
useful or beneficial);

(ii) sudden, quickly coming into being, and
not building up over time;

(iii) an urgent, pressing, and compelling need
requiring immediate action;

(iv) subject to subparagraph (B), unforeseen,
unpredictable, and unanticipated; and

(v) not permanent, temporary in nature.
(B) UNFORESEEN.—An emergency that is part

of an aggregate level of anticipated emergencies,
particularly when normally estimated in ad-
vance, is not unforeseen.

(3) JUSTIFICATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET CRI-
TERIA.—If the proposed emergency requirement
does not meet all the criteria set forth in para-

graph (2), the committee report or the statement
of managers, as the case may be, shall provide
a written justification of why the requirement
should be accorded emergency status.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—When the Senate is
considering a bill, resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report, a point of order may
be made by a Senator against an emergency des-
ignation in that measure and if the Presiding
Officer sustains that point of order, that provi-
sion making such a designation shall be stricken
from the measure and may not be offered as an
amendment from the floor.

(c) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—This section may be
waived or suspended in the Senate only by an
affirmative vote of three-fifths of the members,
duly chosen and sworn. An affirmative vote of
three-fifths of the Members of the Senate, duly
chosen and sworn, shall be required in the Sen-
ate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of the
Chair on a point of order raised under this sec-
tion.

(d) DEFINITION OF AN EMERGENCY REQUIRE-
MENT.—A provision shall be considered an emer-
gency designation if it designates any item an
emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) or 252(e) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

(e) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—A point
of order under this subsection may be raised by
a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

(f) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—If a point of order
is sustained under this section against a con-
ference report the report shall be disposed of as
provided in section 313(d) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974.

(g) EXCEPTION FOR DEFENSE SPENDING.—Sub-
section (b) shall not apply against an emergency
designation for a provision making discretionary
appropriations in the defense category.

(h) SUNSET.—This section shall expire on the
adoption of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2001.
SEC. 207. PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT OF ORDER IN

THE SENATE.
(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it is

essential to—
(1) ensure continued compliance with the

balanced budget plan set forth in this resolu-
tion; and

(2) continue the pay-as-you-go enforcement
system.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in the

Senate to consider any direct spending or rev-
enue legislation that would increase the on-
budget deficit or cause an on-budget deficit for
any one of the three applicable time periods as
measured in paragraphs (5) and (6).

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For purposes
of this subsection the term ‘‘applicable time pe-
riod’’ means any one of the three following peri-
ods:

(A) The first year covered by the most recently
adopted concurrent resolution on the budget.

(B) The period of the first five fiscal years
covered by the most recently adopted concurrent
resolution on the budget.

(C) The period of the five fiscal years fol-
lowing the first five fiscal years covered in the
most recently adopted concurrent resolution on
the budget.

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING LEGISLATION.—For pur-
poses of this subsection and except as provided
in paragraph (4), the term ‘‘direct-spending leg-
islation’’ means any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report that
affects direct spending as that term is defined by
and interpreted for purposes of the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985.

(4) EXCLUSION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the terms ‘‘direct-spending legislation’’
and ‘‘revenue legislation’’ do not include—

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budget;
or

(B) any provision of legislation that affects
the full funding of, and continuation of, the de-

posit insurance guarantee commitment in effect
on the date of enactment of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990.

(5) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursuant
to this section shall—

(A) use the baseline used for the most recently
adopted concurrent resolution on the budget;
and

(B) be calculated under the requirements of
subsections (b) through (d) of section 257 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985 for fiscal years beyond those
covered by that concurrent resolution on the
budget.

(6) PRIOR SURPLUS.—If direct spending or rev-
enue legislation increases the on-budget deficit
or causes an on-budget deficit when taken indi-
vidually, then it must also increase the on-budg-
et deficit or cause an on-budget deficit when
taken together with all direct spending and rev-
enue legislation enacted since the beginning of
the calendar year not accounted for in the base-
line under paragraph (5)(A).

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by the affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members, duly chosen
and sworn.

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from the
decisions of the Chair relating to any provision
of this section shall be limited to 1 hour, to be
equally divided between, and controlled by, the
appellant and the manager of the bill or joint
resolution, as the case may be. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the Sen-
ate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be required in
the Senate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of
the Chair on a point of order raised under this
section.

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—For
purposes of this section, the levels of new budget
authority, outlays, and revenues for a fiscal
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 202 of
House Concurrent Resolution 67 (104th Con-
gress) is repealed.

(g) SUNSET.—Subsections (a) through (e) of
this section shall expire September 30, 2002.
SEC. 208. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF CHANGES

IN ALLOCATIONS AND AGGREGATES.
(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of alloca-

tions and aggregates made pursuant to this res-
olution for any measure shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under consid-
eration;

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that
measure; and

(3) be published in the Congressional Record
as soon as practicable.

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND AG-
GREGATES.—Revised allocations and aggregates
resulting from these adjustments shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as allocations and aggregates
contained in this resolution.

(c) ENFORCEMENT IN THE HOUSE.—In the
House, for the purpose of enforcing this resolu-
tion, sections 302(f) and 311(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 shall apply to fiscal
year 2000 and the total for fiscal year 2000 and
the 4 ensuing fiscal years.
SEC. 209. ESTABLISHMENT OF LEVELS FOR FIS-

CAL YEAR 1999.
The levels submitted pursuant to H. Res. 5 of

the 106th Congress or S. Res. 312 of the 105th
Congress, and any revisions authorized by such
resolutions, shall be considered to be the levels
and revisions of the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 1999.
SEC. 210. DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO

FOSTER THE EMPLOYMENT AND
INDEPENDENCE OF INDIVIDUALS
WITH DISABILITIES IN THE SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue and
spending aggregates and other appropriate
budgetary levels and limits may be adjusted and
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allocations may be revised for legislation that fi-
nances disability programs designed to allow in-
dividuals with disabilities to become employed
and remain independent if, to the extent that
this concurrent resolution on the budget does
not include the costs of that legislation, the en-
actment of that legislation will not increase the
deficit or decrease the surplus in this resolution
for—

(1) fiscal year 2000;
(2) the period of fiscal years 2000 through

2004; or
(3) the period of fiscal years 2005 through

2009.
(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—
(1) ADJUSTMENTS FOR LEGISLATION.—Upon the

consideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee on
the Budget of the Senate may file with the Sen-
ate appropriately-revised allocations under sec-
tion 302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 and revised functional levels and aggre-
gates to carry out this section.

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.—If the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget of the
Senate submits an adjustment under this section
for legislation in furtherance of the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (a), upon the offering of
an amendment to that legislation that would ne-
cessitate such submission, the Chairman shall
submit to the Senate appropriately-revised allo-
cations under section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional
levels and aggregates to carry out this section.
SEC. 211. RESERVE FUND FOR A FISCAL YEAR 2000

SURPLUS.
(a) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE UPDATED

BUDGET FORECAST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000.—Pur-
suant to section 202(e)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, the Congressional Budget
Office shall update its economic and budget
forecast for fiscal year 2000 by July 1, 1999.

(b) REPORTING A SURPLUS.—If the report pro-
vided pursuant to subsection (a) estimates an
on-budget surplus for fiscal year 2000, the ap-
propriate Chairman of the Committee on the
Budget may make the adjustments as provided
in subsection (c).

(c) ADJUSTMENTS.—The appropriate Chairman
of the Committee on the Budget may make the
following adjustments in an amount equal to
the on-budget surplus for fiscal year 2000 as es-
timated in the report submitted pursuant to sub-
section (a)—

(1) reduce the on-budget revenue aggregate by
that amount for fiscal year 2000;

(2) increase the on-budget surplus levels used
for determining compliance with the pay-as-
you-go requirements of section 207; and

(3) adjust the instruction in sections 104 and
105 of this resolution to—

(A) reduce revenues by that amount for fiscal
year 2000; and

(B) increase the reduction in revenues for the
period of fiscal years 2000 through 2004 and for
the period of fiscal years 2000 through 2009 by
that amount.
SEC. 212. RESERVE FUND FOR EDUCATION IN THE

SENATE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, upon report-

ing of a bill, the offering of an amendment
thereto, or the submission of a conference report
thereon that allows local educational agencies
to use appropriated funds to carry out activities
under part B of the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act that complies with subsection (b),
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of
the Senate may—

(1) increase the outlay aggregate and alloca-
tion for fiscal year 2000 by not more than
$360,000,000; and

(2) adjust the levels used for determining com-
pliance with the pay-as-you-go requirements of
section 207.

(b) CONDITION.—Legislation complies with this
subsection if it does not cause a net increase in
budget authority or outlays for the periods of

fiscal years 2000 through 2004 and 2000 through
2009.
SEC. 213. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS.

Congress adopts the provisions of this title—
(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of

the Senate and the House of Representatives, re-
spectively, and as such they shall be considered
as part of the rules of each House, or of that
House to which they specifically apply, and
such rules shall supersede other rules only to
the extent that they are inconsistent therewith;
and

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional
right of either House to change those rules (so
far as they relate to that House) at any time, in
the same manner, and to the same extent as in
the case of any other rule of that House.
TITLE III—SENSE OF CONGRESS, HOUSE,

AND SENATE PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Sense of Congress Provisions

SEC. 301. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE PROTEC-
TION OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-
PLUSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) Congress and the President should balance

the budget excluding the surpluses generated by
the social security trust funds;

(2) reducing the Federal debt held by the pub-
lic is a top national priority, strongly supported
on a bipartisan basis, as evidenced by Federal
Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan’s comment
that debt reduction ‘‘is a very important element
in sustaining economic growth’’, as well as
President Clinton’s comments that it ‘‘is very,
very important that we get the Government debt
down’’ when referencing his own plans to use
the budget surplus to reduce Federal debt held
by the public;

(3) according to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, balancing the budget excluding the sur-
pluses generated by the social security trust
funds will reduce debt held by the public by a
total of $1,723,000,000,000 by the end of fiscal
year 2009, $417,000,000,000, or 32 percent, more
than it would be reduced under the President’s
fiscal year 2000 budget submission;

(4) further, according to the Congressional
Budget Office, that the President’s budget
would actually spend $40,000,000,000 of the so-
cial security surpluses in fiscal year 2000 on new
spending programs, and spend $158,000,000,000
of the social security surpluses on new spending
programs from fiscal year 2000 through 2004;
and

(5) social security surpluses should be used for
social security reform, retirement security, or to
reduce the debt held by the public and should
not be used for other purposes.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the functional totals in this con-
current resolution on the budget assume that
Congress shall pass legislation which—

(1) reaffirms the provisions of section 13301 of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990
that provides that the receipts and disburse-
ments of the social security trust funds shall not
be counted for the purposes of the budget sub-
mitted by the President, the congressional budg-
et, or the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985, and provides for a point
of order within the Senate against any concur-
rent resolution on the budget, an amendment
thereto, or a conference report thereon that vio-
lates that section;

(2) mandates that the social security surpluses
are used only for the payment of social security
benefits, retirement security, social security re-
form, or to reduce the Federal debt held by the
public and such mandate shall be implemented
by establishing a supermajority point of order in
the Senate against limits established on the level
of debt held by the public;

(3) provides for a Senate super-majority point
of order against any bill, resolution, amend-
ment, motion or conference report that would
use social security surpluses on anything other
than the payment of social security benefits, so-

cial security reform, retirement security, or the
reduction of the Federal debt held by the public;

(4) ensures that all social security benefits are
paid on time; and

(5) accommodates social security reform legis-
lation.
SEC. 302. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON PROVIDING

ADDITIONAL DOLLARS TO THE
CLASSROOM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) strengthening America’s public schools

while respecting State and local control is criti-
cally important to the future of our children
and our Nation;

(2) education is a local responsibility, a State
priority, and a national concern;

(3) working with the Nation’s governors, par-
ents, teachers, and principals must take place in
order to strengthen public schools and foster
educational excellence;

(4) education initiatives should boost aca-
demic achievement for all students; and excel-
lence in American classrooms means having
high expectations for all students, teachers, and
administrators, and holding schools accountable
to the children and parents served by such
schools;

(5) successful schools and school systems are
characterized by parental involvement in the
education of their children, local control, em-
phasis on basic academics, emphasis on funda-
mental skills and exceptional teachers in the
classroom;

(6) the one-size-fits-all approach to education
often creates barriers to innovation and reform
initiatives at the local level; America’s rural
schools face challenges quite different from their
urban counterparts; and parents, teachers and
State and local officials should have the free-
dom to tailor their education plans and reforms
according to the unique educational needs of
their children;

(7) the consolidation of various Federal edu-
cation programs will benefit our Nation’s chil-
dren, parents, and teachers by sending more
dollars directly to the classroom; and

(8) our Nation’s children deserve an edu-
cational system that will provide opportunities
to excel.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) Congress should enact legislation that
would consolidate thirty-one Federal K–12 edu-
cation programs;

(2) the Department of Education, the States,
and local educational agencies should work to-
gether to ensure that not less than 95 percent of
all funds appropriated for the purpose of car-
rying out elementary and secondary education
programs administered by the Department of
Education is spent for our children in their
classrooms;

(3) increased funding for elementary and sec-
ondary education should be directed to States
and local school districts; and

(4) decision making authority should be
placed in the hands of States, localities, and
families to implement innovative solutions to
local educational challenges and to increase the
performance of all students, unencumbered by
unnecessary Federal rules and regulations.
SEC. 303. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON ASSET-BUILD-

ING FOR THE WORKING POOR.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:
(1) 33 percent of all American households and

60 percent of African American households have
no or negative financial assets.

(2) 46.9 percent of all children in America live
in households with no financial assets, includ-
ing 40 percent of Caucasian children and 75 per-
cent of African American children.

(3) In order to provide low-income families
with more tools for empowerment, incentives
which encourage asset-building should be estab-
lished.

(4) Across the Nation, numerous small public,
private, and public-private asset-building incen-
tives, including individual development ac-
counts, are demonstrating success at empow-
ering low-income workers.
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(5) Middle and upper income Americans cur-

rently benefit from tax incentives for building
assets.

(6) The Federal Government should utilize the
Federal tax code to provide low-income Ameri-
cans with incentives to work and build assets in
order to escape poverty permanently.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the provisions of this resolution
assume that Congress should modify the Federal
tax law to include provisions which encourage
low-income workers and their families to save
for buying a first home, starting a business, ob-
taining an education, or taking other measures
to prepare for the future.
SEC. 304. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON CHILD NUTRI-

TION.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) both Republicans and Democrats under-

stand that an adequate diet and proper nutri-
tion are essential to a child’s general well-being;

(2) the lack of an adequate diet and proper
nutrition may adversely affect a child’s ability
to perform up to his or her ability in school;

(3) the Government currently plays a role in
funding school nutrition programs; and

(4) there is a bipartisan commitment to help-
ing children learn.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that in the House the Committee on
Education and the Workforce and the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and in the Senate the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry should examine our Nation’s nutrition pro-
grams to determine if they can be improved, par-
ticularly with respect to services to low-income
children.
SEC. 305. SENSE OF CONGRESS CONCERNING

FUNDING FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following

findings:
(1) In the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-

cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) (referred to in
this resolution as the ‘‘Act’’), Congress found
that improving educational results for children
with disabilities is an essential element of our
national policy of ensuring equality of oppor-
tunity, full participation, independent living,
and economic self-sufficiency for individuals
with disabilities.

(2) In the Act, the Secretary of Education is
instructed to make grants to States to assist
them in providing special education and related
services to children with disabilities.

(3) The Act represents a commitment by the
Federal Government to fund 40 percent of the
average per-pupil expenditure in public elemen-
tary and secondary schools in the United States.

(4) The budget submitted by the President for
fiscal year 2000 ignores the commitment by the
Federal Government under the Act to fund spe-
cial education and instead proposes the creation
of new programs that limit the manner in which
States may spend the limited Federal education
dollars received.

(5) The budget submitted by the President for
fiscal year 2000 fails to increase funding for spe-
cial education, and leaves States and localities
with an enormous unfunded mandate to pay for
growing special education costs.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the budgetary levels in this reso-
lution assume that part B of the Individuals
with Disabilities Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.)
should be fully funded at the originally prom-
ised level before any funds are appropriated for
new education programs.

Subtitle B—Sense of the House Provisions
SEC. 311. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON THE COMMIS-

SION ON INTERNATIONAL RELI-
GIOUS FREEDOM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds that—
(1) persecution of individuals on the sole

ground of their religious beliefs and practices
occurs in countries around the world and af-
fects millions of lives;

(2) such persecution violates international
norms of human rights, including those estab-

lished in the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, the Helsinki Accords, and the
Declaration on the Elimination of all Forms of
Intolerance and Discrimination Based on Reli-
gion or Belief;

(3) such persecution is abhorrent to all Ameri-
cans, and our very Nation was founded on the
principle of the freedom to worship according to
the dictates of our conscience; and

(4) in 1998 Congress unanimously passed, and
President Clinton signed into law, the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998, which
established the United States Commission on
International Religious Freedom to monitor
facts and circumstances of violations of religious
freedom and authorized $3,000,000 to carry out
the functions of the Commission for each of fis-
cal years 1999 and 2000.

(b) SENSE OF THE HOUSE.—It is the sense of
the House that—

(1) this resolution assumes that $3,000,000 will
be appropriated within function 150 for fiscal
year 2000 for the United States Commission on
International Religious Freedom to carry out its
duties; and

(2) the House Committee on Appropriations is
strongly urged to appropriate such amount for
the Commission.
SEC. 312. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON ASSESSMENT

OF WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the sense of the House

that, recognizing the need to maximize the ben-
efit of the Welfare-to-Work Program, the Sec-
retary of Labor should prepare a report on Wel-
fare-to-Work Programs pursuant to section
403(a)(5) of the Social Security Act. This report
should include information on the following—

(1) the extent to which the funds available
under such section have been used (including
the number of States that have not used any of
such funds), the types of programs that have re-
ceived such funds, the number of and character-
istics of the recipients of assistance under such
programs, the goals of such programs, the dura-
tion of such programs, the costs of such pro-
grams, any evidence of the effects of such pro-
grams on such recipients, and accounting of the
total amount expended by the States from such
funds, and the rate at which the Secretary ex-
pects such funds to be expended for each of the
fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002;

(2) with regard to the unused funds allocated
for Welfare-to-Work for each of fiscal years 1998
and 1999, identify areas of the Nation that have
unmet needs for Welfare-to-Work initiatives;
and

(3) identify possible Congressional action that
may be taken to reprogram Welfare-to-Work
funds from States that have not utilized pre-
viously allocated funds to places of unmet need,
including those States that have rejected or oth-
erwise not utilized prior funding.

(b) REPORT.—It is the sense of the House that,
not later than January 1, 2000, the Secretary of
Labor should submit to the Committee on the
Budget and the Committee on Ways and Means
of the House and the Committee on Finance of
the Senate, in writing, the report described in
subsection (a).

Subtitle C—Sense of the Senate Provisions
SEC. 321. SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE FED-

ERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD NOT
INVEST THE SOCIAL SECURITY
TRUST FUNDS IN PRIVATE FINAN-
CIAL MARKETS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the assump-
tions underlying the functional totals in this
resolution assume that the Federal Government
should not directly invest contributions made to
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund established under section 201
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401) in pri-
vate financial markets.
SEC. 322. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE

MODERNIZATION AND IMPROVE-
MENT OF THE MEDICARE PROGRAM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the following:

(1) The health insurance coverage provided
under the medicare program under title XVIII of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) is
an integral part of the financial security for re-
tired and disabled individuals, as such coverage
protects those individuals against the finan-
cially ruinous costs of a major illness.

(2) Expenditures under the medicare program
for hospital, physician, and other essential
health care services that are provided to nearly
39,000,000 retired and disabled individuals will
be $232,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2000.

(3) During the nearly 35 years since the medi-
care program was established, the Nation’s
health care delivery and financing system has
undergone major transformations. However, the
medicare program has not kept pace with such
transformations.

(4) Former Congressional Budget Office Direc-
tor Robert Reischauer has described the medi-
care program as it exists today as failing on the
following 4 key dimensions (known as the ‘‘Four
I’s’’):

(A) The program is inefficient.
(B) The program is inequitable.
(C) The program is inadequate.
(D) The program is insolvent.
(5) The President’s budget framework does not

devote 15 percent of the budget surpluses to the
medicare program. The Federal budget process
does not provide a mechanism for setting aside
current surpluses for future obligations. As a re-
sult, the notion of saving 15 percent of the sur-
plus for the medicare program cannot prac-
tically be carried out.

(6) The President’s budget framework would
transfer to the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund more than $900,000,000,000 over 15 years in
new IOUs that must be redeemed later by rais-
ing taxes on American workers, cutting benefits,
or borrowing more from the public, and these
new IOUs would increase the gross debt of the
Federal Government by the amounts trans-
ferred.

(7) The Congressional Budget Office has stat-
ed that the transfers described in paragraph (6),
which are strictly intragovernmental, have no
effect on the unified budget surpluses or the on-
budget surpluses and therefore have no effect on
the debt held by the public.

(8) The President’s budget framework does not
provide access to, or financing for, prescription
drugs.

(9) The Comptroller General of the United
States has stated that the President’s medicare
proposal does not constitute reform of the pro-
gram and ‘‘is likely to create a public
misperception that something meaningful is
being done to reform the medicare program’’.

(10) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 enacted
changes to the medicare program which
strengthen and extend the solvency of that pro-
gram.

(11) The Congressional Budget Office has stat-
ed that without the changes made to the medi-
care program by the Balanced Budget Act of
1997, the depletion of the Federal Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund would now be imminent.

(12) The President’s budget proposes to cut
medicare program spending by $19,400,000,000
over 10 years, primarily through reductions in
payments to providers under that program.

(13) The recommendations by Senator John
Breaux and Representative William Thomas re-
ceived the bipartisan support of a majority of
members on the National Bipartisan Commission
on the Future of Medicare.

(14) The Breaux-Thomas recommendations
provide for new prescription drug coverage for
the neediest beneficiaries within a plan that
substantially improves the solvency of the medi-
care program without transferring new IOUs to
the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund that
must be redeemed later by raising taxes, cutting
benefits, or borrowing more from the public.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the provisions contained in this
budget resolution assume the following:
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(1) This resolution does not adopt the Presi-

dent’s proposals to reduce medicare program
spending by $19,400,000,000 over 10 years, nor
does this resolution adopt the President’s pro-
posal to spend $10,000,000,000 of medicare pro-
gram funds on unrelated programs.

(2) Congress will not transfer to the Federal
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund new IOUs that
must be redeemed later by raising taxes on
American workers, cutting benefits, or bor-
rowing more from the public.

(3) Congress should work in a bipartisan fash-
ion to extend the solvency of the medicare pro-
gram and to ensure that benefits under that
program will be available to beneficiaries in the
future.

(4) The American public will be well and fair-
ly served in this undertaking if the medicare
program reform proposals are considered within
a framework that is based on the following 5
key principles offered in testimony to the Senate
Committee on Finance by the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States:

(A) Affordability.
(B) Equity.
(C) Adequacy.
(D) Feasibility.
(E) Public acceptance.
(5) The recommendations by Senator Breaux

and Congressman Thomas provide for new pre-
scription drug coverage for the neediest bene-
ficiaries within a plan that substantially im-
proves the solvency of the medicare program
without transferring to the Federal Hospital In-
surance Trust Fund new IOUs that must be re-
deemed later by raising taxes, cutting benefits,
or borrowing more from the public.

(6) Congress should move expeditiously to con-
sider the bipartisan recommendations of the
Chairmen of the National Bipartisan Commis-
sion on the Future of Medicare.

(7) Congress should continue to work with the
President as he develops and presents his plan
to fix the problems of the medicare program.
SEC. 323. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON EDUCATION.

It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) the levels in this resolution assume that—
(A) increased Federal funding for elementary

and secondary education should be directed to
States and local school districts;

(B) the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) should be
fully funded at the originally promised level be-
fore any funds are appropriated for new edu-
cation programs;

(C) decisionmaking authority should be placed
in the hands of States, localities, and families to
implement innovative solutions to local edu-
cation challenges and to increase the perform-
ance of all students, unencumbered by unneces-
sary Federal rules and regulations; and

(D) the Department of Education, the States,
and local education agencies should work to-
gether to ensure that not less than 95 percent of
all funds appropriated for the purpose of car-
rying out elementary and secondary education
programs administered by the Department of
Education is spent for our children in their
classrooms; and

(2) within the discretionary allocation pro-
vided to the Committees on Appropriations of
the House and Senate for function 500 that to
the maximum extent practicable—

(A) the Federal Pell Grant maximum award
should be increased;

(B) funding for the Federal Supplemental
Education Opportunity Grants Program should
be increased;

(C) funding for the Federal capital contribu-
tions under the Federal Perkins Loan Program
should be increased;

(D) funding for the Leveraging Educational
Assistance Partnership Program should be in-
creased;

(E) funding for the Federal Work-Study Pro-
gram should be increased; and

(F) funding for the Federal TRIO Programs
should be increased.

SEC. 324. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PROVIDING
TAX RELIEF TO AMERICANS BY RE-
TURNING THE NON-SOCIAL SECU-
RITY SURPLUS TO TAXPAYERS.

It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) the levels in this concurrent resolution as-

sume that the Senate not only puts a priority on
protecting social security and medicare and re-
ducing the Federal debt, but also on tax reduc-
tions for working families in the form of family
tax relief and incentives to stimulate savings,
investment, job creation and economic growth;

(2) such tax relief could include an expansion
of the 15-percent bracket, marginal rate reduc-
tions, a significant reduction or elimination of
the marriage penalty, retirement savings incen-
tives, estate tax relief, an above-the-line income
tax deduction for social security payroll taxes,
tax incentives for education savings, parity be-
tween the self-employed and corporations with
respect to the tax treatment of health insurance
premiums, and capital gains tax fairness for
family farmers;

(3) the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 needs
comprehensive reform, and Congress should
move expeditiously to consider comprehensive
tax reform and simplification proposals; and

(4) Congress should reject the President’s pro-
posed tax increase on investment income of asso-
ciations as defined under section 501(c)(6) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
SEC. 325. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ACCESS TO

MEDICARE SERVICES.
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in

this resolution assume Congress should review
payment levels in the medicare program to en-
sure beneficiaries have a range of choices avail-
able under the Medicare+Choice program and
have access to high quality skilled nursing serv-
ices, home health care services, and inpatient
and outpatient hospital services in rural areas.
SEC. 326. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LAW EN-

FORCEMENT.
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in

this resolution assume that—
(1) significant resources should be provided

for strong law enforcement and aggressive
crimefighting programs and that funding in fis-
cal year 2000 for critical programs should be
equal to or greater than funding for these pro-
grams in 1999;

(2) critical programs include—
(A) State and local law enforcement assist-

ance, especially with respect to the development
and integration of anticrime technology systems
and upgrading forensic laboratories and the in-
formation and communications infrastructures
upon which they rely;

(B) continuing efforts to reduce violent crime;
and

(C) significant expansion of intensive Federal
firearms prosecutions projects such as the ongo-
ing programs in Richmond and Philadelphia
into America’s most crime plagued cities; and

(3) the existence of a strong Federal drug con-
trol policy is essential in order to reduce the
supplies of illegal drugs internationally and to
reduce the number of children who are exposed
to or addicted to illegal drugs and this can be
furthered by—

(A) investments in programs authorized in the
Western Hemisphere Drug Elimination Act and
the proposed Drug Free Century Act; and

(B) securing adequate resources and authority
for the United States Customs Service in any
legislation reauthorizing the Service.
SEC. 327. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON IMPROVING

SECURITY FOR UNITED STATES DIP-
LOMATIC MISSIONS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in
this resolution assume that—

(1) there is an urgent and ongoing require-
ment to improve security for United States diplo-
matic missions and personnel abroad; and

(2) additional budgetary resources should be
devoted to programs within function 150 to en-
able successful international leadership by the
United States.

SEC. 328. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON INCREASED
FUNDING FOR THE NATIONAL INSTI-
TUTES OF HEALTH.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in
this resolution and legislation enacted pursuant
to this resolution assume that—

(1) there shall be a continuation of the pat-
tern of budgetary increases for biomedical re-
search; and

(2) additional resources should be targeted to-
wards autism research.
SEC. 329. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING

FOR KYOTO PROTOCOL IMPLEMEN-
TATION PRIOR TO SENATE RATIFICA-
TION.

It is the sense of Senate that the levels in this
resolution assume that funds should not be pro-
vided to put into effect the Kyoto Protocol prior
to its Senate ratification in compliance with the
requirements of the Byrd-Hagel Resolution and
consistent with previous Administration assur-
ances to Congress.
SEC. 330. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TEA–21

FUNDING AND THE STATES.
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in

this resolution and any legislation enacted pur-
suant to this resolution assume that the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2000 budget proposal to
change the manner in which any excess Federal
gasoline tax revenues are distributed to the
States will not be implemented, but rather any
of these funds will be distributed to the States
pursuant to section 1105 of TEA–21.
SEC. 331. SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE ONE

HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS, FIRST
SESSION SHOULD REAUTHORIZE
FUNDS FOR THE FARMLAND PRO-
TECTION PROGRAM.

It is the sense of the Senate that the func-
tional totals contained in this resolution assume
that the One Hundred Sixth Congress, First Ses-
sion will reauthorize funds for the Farmland
Protection Program.
SEC. 332. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE IMPOR-

TANCE OF SOCIAL SECURITY FOR IN-
DIVIDUALS WHO BECOME DISABLED.

It is the sense of the Senate that levels in the
resolution assume that—

(1) social security plays a vital role in pro-
viding adequate income for individuals who be-
come disabled; and

(2) Congress and the President should take
this fact into account when considering pro-
posals to reform the social security program.
SEC. 333. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON REPORTING

OF ON-BUDGET TRUST FUND LEV-
ELS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in
this resolution assume, effective for fiscal year
2001, the President’s budget and the budget re-
port of CBO required under section 202(e) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 should include
an itemization of the on-budget trust funds for
the budget year, including receipts, outlays, and
balances.
SEC. 334. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING

SOUTH KOREA’S INTERNATIONAL
TRADE PRACTICES ON PORK AND
BEEF.

It is the sense of the Senate that the Senate—
(1) believes strongly that while a stable global

marketplace is in the best interest of America’s
farmers and ranchers, the United States should
seek a mutually beneficial relationship without
hindering the competitiveness of American agri-
culture;

(2) calls on South Korea to abide by its trade
commitments;

(3) calls on the Secretary of the Treasury to
instruct the United States Executive Director of
the International Monetary Fund to promote
vigorously policies that encourage the opening
of markets for beef and pork products by requir-
ing South Korea to abide by its existing inter-
national trade commitments and to reduce trade
barriers, tariffs, and export subsidies;

(4) calls on the President and the Secretaries
of Treasury and Agriculture to monitor and re-
port to Congress that resources will not be used
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to stabilize the South Korean market at the ex-
pense of United States agricultural goods or
services; and

(5) requests the United States Trade Rep-
resentative and the United States Department of
Agriculture to pursue the settlement of disputes
with the Government of South Korea on its fail-
ure to abide by its international trade commit-
ments on beef market access, to consider wheth-
er Korea’s reported plans for subsidizing its
pork industry would violate any of its inter-
national trade commitments, and to determine
what impact Korea’s subsidy plans would have
on United States agricultural interests, espe-
cially in Japan.
SEC. 335. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FUNDING

FOR NATURAL DISASTERS.
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels in

this resolution assume that, given that emer-
gency spending for natural disasters continues
to have an unpredictable yet substantial impact
on the Federal budget and that consequently
budgeting for disasters remains difficult, the Ad-
ministration and Congress should review proce-
dures for funding emergencies, including nat-
ural disasters, in any budget process reform leg-
islation that comes before the Congress.

And the Senate agree to the same.

From the Committee on the Budget:
JOHN R. KASICH,

SAXBY CHAMBLISS,
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,

Managers on the Part of the House.

PETE V. DOMENICI,
CHUCK GRASSLEY,
DON NICKLES,
PHIL GRAMM,
SLADE GORTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the Senate
and the House at the conference on dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (House Concurrent Resolution 68),
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States for fiscal years 2000, 2001,
2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008 and 2009,
submit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommend in the accompanying
conference report:

The Senate amendment struck all out of
the House resolution after the resolving
clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an

amendment which is a substitute for the
House resolution and the Senate amend-
ment.

DISPLAYS AND AMOUNTS

The contents of concurrent budget resolu-
tions are set forth in section 301(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

House Resolution.—The House budget reso-
lution includes all of the items required as
part of a concurrent budget resolution under
section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act other than the spending and revenue lev-
els for Social Security (which is used to en-
force a point of order applicable only in the
Senate).

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment includes all of the items required under
section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act. As permitted under section 301(b) of the
Congressional Budget Act, Section 102 of the
Senate amendment includes advisory levels
on debt held by the public.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement includes all of the items required
by section 301(a) of the Congressional Budget
Act.

AGGREGATES AND FUNCTION LEVELS
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ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS

Section 301(g)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act requires that the joint explana-
tory statement accompanying a conference
report on a budget resolution set forth the
common economic assumptions upon which
the joint statement and conference report
are based. The conference agreement is built
upon the economic forecasts developed by
the Congressional Budget Office and pre-
sented in CBO’s ‘‘The Economic and Budget
Outlook: Fiscal Years 2000–2009’’ (January
1999). A modification was made to near-term
real GDP growth, however, to reflect recent
economic strength.

House Resolution.—The House modified
CBO’s economic assumptions to reflect the
near-term strength of economy which be-
came evident after CBO completed its winter
forecast. The assumption for 1999 real GDP
growth was increased from 2.3 percent to 2.4
percent, while the assumption for 2000 real
GDP growth was boosted from 1.7 percent to
2.0 percent. In both cases, the modified GDP
growth rate assumptions are well below Blue
Chip’s current forecasts. These changes
boosted revenues slightly relative to the
CBO baseline in 1999, 2000 and 2001.

Senate Amendment.—CBO’s economic as-
sumptions were used.

Conference Agreement.—House economic as-
sumptions were used, with minor technical
adjustments.

ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS
[By calendar years]

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Percent change, year over
year:

Real GDP ...................... 2.4 2.0 2.2 2.4 2.4 2.4
Consumer Price Index ... 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6
GDP Price Index ............ 1.7 2.0 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.1

Percent, annual:
Unemployment rate ...... 4.6 5.1 5.4 5.6 5.7 5.7
Three-month Treasury

bill rate .................... 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Ten-Year Treasury bond

rate ........................... 5.1 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.4

FUNCTIONS AND REVENUES

FUNCTION 050, NATIONAL DEFENSE

Major Programs in Function.—Function 050.
National Defense, totals $270.7 billion in
budget authority [BA] and $268.7 billion in
outlays for 1999, excluding one time emer-
gencies enacted in the 105th Congress. This
budget function includes funding for the De-
partment of Defense (95 percent of function
total), defense activities of the Department
of Energy (5 percent), and small amounts ex-
pended by the Selective Service, the General
Services Administration, the Departments of
Transportation and Justice, and other fed-
eral agencies.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $288.8 billion in BA and $276.6 bil-
lion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,546.1 bil-
lion in BA and $1,471.3 billion in outlays over
5 fiscal years; and $3,200.5 billion in BA and
$3,051.9 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $288.8 billion in BA and $274.6
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,546.0
billion in BA and $1,469.3 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $3,200.5 billion in BA
and $3,050.0 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $288.8 billion in BA and
$276.6 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$1,546.0 billion in BA and $1,471.3 billion in
outlays over 5 fiscal years; and $3,200.5 bil-
lion in BA and $3,051.9 billion in outlays over
10 fiscal years.

FUNCTION 150: INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

Major Programs in Function.—Function 150,
International Affairs, totals about $13.7 bil-
lion in BA and $14.4 billion in outlays for

1999, excluding emergencies and other one-
time spending increases including contribu-
tions to the International Monetary Fund
and arrears to international organizations.
This function includes funding for operation
of the foreign affairs establishment includ-
ing embassies and other diplomatic missions
abroad, foreign aid loan and technical assist-
ance activities in developing countries, secu-
rity assistance to foreign governments, ac-
tivities of the Foreign Military Sales Trust
Fund, U.S. contributions to international fi-
nancial institutions, Export-Import Bank
and other trade promotion activities, and
refugee assistance.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $11.2 billion in BA and $14.5 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $56.7 billion in
BA and $70.8 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $126.1 billion in BA and $133.0 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $12.5 billion in BA and $14.9
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $65.3 bil-
lion in BA and $73.5 billion in outlays over 5
fiscal years; and $139.7 billion in BA and
$140.4 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $12.5 billion in BA and
$14.9 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$61.7 billion in BA and $72.3 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $133.6 billion in BA
and $136.9 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 250: GENERAL SCIENCE, SPACE, AND
TECHNOLOGY

Major Programs in Function.—Function 250,
General Science, Space & Technology, totals
$18.8 billion in BA and $18.2 billion in outlays
for 1999. This function includes the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) civilian space program and basic re-
search programs of the National Science
Foundation (NSF) and the Department of
Energy (DOE).

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $18.0 billion in BA and $18.2 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $89.6 billion in
BA and $89.6 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $179.2 billion in BA and $178.4 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $18.0 billion in BA and $18.2
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $89.6 bil-
lion in BA and $89.6 billion in outlays over 5
fiscal years; and $179.2 billion in BA and
$178.4 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Amendment.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $18.0 billion in BA and
$18.2 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$89.6 billion in BA and $89.6 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $179.2 billion in BA
and $178.4 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 270: ENERGY

Major Programs in Function.—Function 270,
Energy, totals about $1.1 billion in BA and
$677 million in outlays for 1999. This function
includes civilian activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, the Rural Utilities Service,
the power programs of the Tennessee Valley
Authority (TVA), and the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission (NRC). Mandatory spend-
ing in this function contains large levels of
offsetting receipts, resulting in net mandary
spending of ¥$1.8 billion in BA and ¥$2.6 bil-
lion in outlays for 1999. Congress provided
$3.0 billion in discretionary BA for 1999.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $0.0 billion in BA and ¥$0.7 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; ¥$2.0 billion in
BA and ¥$7.5 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and ¥$3.6 billion in BA and $14.1 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The House resolution
sets forth $0.0 billion in BA and ¥$0.7 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; ¥$2.0 billion in

BA and ¥$7.5 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and ¥$3.6 billion in BA and $14.1 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $49 million in BA and
¥$0.7 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
¥$2.0 billion in BA and ¥$7.5 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and ¥$3.6 billion in
BA and $14.1 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 300: NATURAL RESOURCES AND
ENVIRONMENT

Major Programs in Function.—function 300,
Natural Resources and Environment, totals
about $23.9 billion in BA and $23.3 billion in
outlays for 1999, excluding emergency and
other one-time spending items. This function
includes funding for water resources, con-
servation and land management, recreation
resources, and pollution control and abate-
ment. Agencies with major program activi-
ties within the function include the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA), the Army
Corps of Engineers, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the
Forest Service (within the Department of
Agriculture), and the Department of the In-
terior, including the National Park Service,
the Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment and the Bureau of Reclamation, among
others.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $22.8 billion in BA and $22.6 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $113.7 billion in
BA and $112.2 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $232.2 billion in BA and $229.6 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $21.7 billion in BA and $22.4
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $108.6
billion in BA and $110.3 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $222.1 billion in BA
and $222.7 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $22.8 billion in BA and
$22.6 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$111.7 billion in BA and $111.3 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $227.7 billion in
BA and $226.2 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 350: AGRICULTURE

Major Programs in Function.—Function 350,
Agriculture, totals about $16.8 billion in BA
and $14.9 billion in outlays for 1999, excluding
one-time emergency spending provided for
natural disasters and export market losses.
This function includes funding for federal
programs intended to promote the economic
stability of agriculture through direct assist-
ance and loans to food and fiber producers,
provide regulatory, inspection and reporting
services for agricultural markets, and pro-
mote research and education in agriculture
and nutrition.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $14.3 billion in BA and $13.2 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $63.7 billion in
BA and $55.3 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $117.2 billion in BA and $101.7 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $14.8 billion in BA and $13.7
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $63.7 bil-
lion in BA and $55.3 billion in outlays over 5
fiscal years: and $117.2 billion in BA and
$101.7 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $14.3 billion in BA and
$13.2 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$63.7 billion in BA and $55.3 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $117.2 billion in BA
and $101.7 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.
FUNCTION 370: COMMERCE AND HOUSING CREDIT

Major Programs in Function.—Function 370,
Commerce and Housing Credit, totals about
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$1.9 billion in BA and $0.8 billion in outlays
for 1999. This function includes funding for
discretionary housing programs, such as sub-
sidies for single and multifamily housing in
rural areas and mortgage insurance provided
by the Federal Housing Administration; net
spending by the Postal Service; discre-
tionary funding for commerce programs,
such as international trade and exports,
science and technology, the census, and
small business; and mandatory spending for
deposit insurance activities related to banks,
savings and loans, and credit unions.

House Resolution.—For on-budget amounts,
the House resolution sets forth $9.9 billion in
BA and $4.5 billion in outlays in fiscal year
2000; $63.3 billion in BA and $41.7 billion in
outlays over 5 fiscal years; and $127.4 billion
in BA and $86.4 billion in outlays over 10 fis-
cal years.

Senate Amendment.—For on-budget
amounts, the Senate amendment sets forth
$9.7 billion in BA and $4.3 billion in outlays
in fiscal year 2000; $63.1 billion in BA and
$41.5 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal years;
and $127.1 billion in BA and $86.2 billion in
outlays over 10 fiscal years. For off-budget
amounts, the Senate amendment sets forth
¥$0.2 billion in BA and outlays in 2000; ¥$1.2
billion in BA and outlays over 5 fiscal years;
and ¥$1.2 billion in BA and outlays over 10
fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.— For on-budget
amounts, the Conference Agreement sets
forth $9.7 billion in BA and $4.3 billion in
outlays in fiscal year 2000; $63.1 billion in BA
and $41.5 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $127.1 billion in BA and $86.2 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

FUNCTION 400: TRANSPORTATION

Major Programs in Function.—Function 400,
Transportation, totals $50.8 billion in BA and
$43.8 billion in outlays for 1999, excluding
one-time emergency spending provided for
the Federal Aviation Administration and the
Coast Guard. This function includes ground
transportation programs, such as the fed-
eral-aid highway program, mass transit, and
the National Rail Passenger Corporation
(Amtrak); air transportation through the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) air-
port improvement program, facilities and
equipment program, and operation of the air
traffic control system; water transportation
through the Coast Guard and Maritime Ad-
ministration; the Surface Transportation
Board; the National Transportation Safety
Board; and related transportation safety and
support activities within the Department of
Transportation.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $51.8 billion in BA and $45.8 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $258.1 billion in
BA and $233.8 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $520.0 billion in BA and $464.1 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $51.3 billion in BA and $45.3
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $259.1
billion in BA and $233.7 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $522.4 billion in BA
and $463.8 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $51.8 billion in BA and
$45.8 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$258.2 billion in BA and $233.8 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $520.1 billion in
BA and $464.1 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 450: COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Major Programs in Function.—Function 450,
Community and Regional Development, to-
tals about $8.8 billion in BA and $11.7 billion
in outlays for 1999, excluding emergency
funding and other one-time appropriations.

This function includes funding for commu-
nity and regional development and disaster
relief. The function includes the Appalachian
Regional Commission (ARC), non-power pro-
grams of the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA), the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), the Economic Development
Administration (EDA) within the Commerce
Department, and portions of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development, the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, and the Department
of Agriculture.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $7.4 billion in BA and $10.7 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $29.3 billion in
BA and $38.4 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $57.3 billion in BA and $60.7 billion
in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $5.3 billion in BA and $10.3
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $14.0 bil-
lion in BA and $27.5 billion in outlays over 5
fiscal years; and $24.1 billion in BA and $31.9
billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $6.4 billion in BA and
$10.5 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$21.7 billion in BA and $33.0 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $40.7 billion in BA
and $46.3 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 500: EDUCATION, TRAINING,
EMPLOYMENT, AND SOCIAL SERVICES

Major Programs in Function.—Function 500,
Education, Training, Employment and So-
cial Services totals about $61 billion in BA
and $59.8 billion in outlays for 1999, excluding
one-time emergency spending items. This
function includes funding for elementary and
secondary, vocational, and higher education;
job training; children and family services
programs; adoption and foster care assist-
ance; statistical analysis and research re-
lated to these areas; and funding for the arts
and humanities.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $65.3 billion in BA and $63.6 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $335.0 billion in
BA and $325.3 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $696.3 billion in BA and $681.3 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ments sets forth $67.4 billion in BA and $64.0
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $351.2
billion in BA and $336.4 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $746.2 billion in BA
and $725.7 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $66.3 billion in BA and
$63.8 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$343.1 billion in BA and $330.8 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $721.3 billion in
BA and $703.5 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years. The Conference agreement provides
that an additional $0.5 billion is available for
funding the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act for fiscal year 2000.

FUNCTION 550: HEALTH

Major Programs in Function.—Function 550,
Health, totals about $147.3 billion in BA and
$140.6 billion in outlays for 1999, excluding
one-time emergency spending. This function
covers all health spending except that for
Medicare, military health, and veterans’
health. The major programs include Med-
icaid, the State Children’s Health Insurance
Program, health benefits for federal workers
and retirees, the National Institutes of
Health, the Food and Drug Administration,
the Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration, Indian Health Services, the Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, and the
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $156.2 billion in BA and $153.0 bil-

lion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $876.2 bil-
lion in BA and $873.0 billion in outlays over
5 fiscal years; and $2,114.4 billion in BA and
$2,108.7 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $156.2 billion in BA and $153.0
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $876.2
billion in BA and $872.9 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $2,114.4 billion in BA
and $2,108.7 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $156.2 billion in BA and
$153.0 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$876.2 billion in BA and $872.9 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $2,114.4 billion in
BA and $2,108.7 billion in outlays over 10 fis-
cal years.

FUNCTION 570: MEDICARE

Major Programs in Function.—Function 570,
Medicare, totals about $195.2 billion in BA
and $194.6 billion in outlays for 1999.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $208.7 billion in BA and $208.7 bil-
lion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,180.7 bil-
lion in BA and $1,180.8 billion in outlays over
5 fiscal years; and $2,880.3 billion in BA and
$2,880.1 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $208.7 billion in BA and $208.7
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,180.7
billion in BA and $1,180.8 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $2,880.3 billion in BA
and $2,880.1 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $208.7 billion in BA and
$208.7 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$1,180.7 billion in BA and $1,180.8 billion in
outlays over 5 fiscal years; and $2,880.3 bil-
lion in BA and $2,880.1 billion in outlays over
10 fiscal years.

FUNCTION 600: INCOME SECURITY

Major Programs in Function.—Function 600,
Income Security, totals $234.6 billion in BA
and $237.8 billion in outlays for 1999, exclud-
ing spending which requires a cap adjust-
ment or is for an emergency. This function
contains: 1) major cash and in-kind means-
tested entitlements; 2) general retirement,
disability, and pension programs excluding
Social Security and Veterans’ compensation
programs; 3) federal and military retirement
programs; 4) unemployment compensation;
5) low-income housing programs; and 6) other
low-income support programs. Function 600
is the third largest functional category after
Social Security and defense. Mandatory pro-
grams account for 86 percent of total spend-
ing in this function.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $244.4 billion in BA and $248.1 bil-
lion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,320.7 bil-
lion in BA and $1,335.3 billion in outlays over
5 fiscal years; and $2,892.8 billion in BA and
$2,911.8 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $244.4 billion in BA and $248.1
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,324.8
billion in BA and $1,336.8 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $2,902.4 billion in BA
and $2,918.4 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $244.4 billion in BA and
$248.1 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$1,320.3 billion in BA and $1,333.4 billion in
outlays over 5 fiscal years; and $2,891.8 bil-
lion in BA and $2,909.2 billion in outlays over
10 fiscal years. The Conference Agreement
assumes $3 billion in new mandatory spend-
ing for families with children to cover child
care expenditures.

FUNCTION 650: SOCIAL SECURITY

Major Programs in Function.—Function 650,
Social Security, totals about $14.5 billion in
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BA and $14.7 billion in outlays for 1999 for on-
budget activities. This function includes So-
cial Security benefits and administrative ex-
penses.

House Resolution.—For on-budget amounts,
the House resolution sets forth $14.2 billion
in BA and $14.3 billion in outlays in fiscal
year 2000; $77.0 billion in BA and $77.0 billion
in outlays over 5 fiscal years; and $177.0 bil-
lion in BA and $177.0 billion in outlays over
10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $14.2 billion in BA and $14.3
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $77.0 bil-
lion in BA and $77.0 billion in outlays over 5
fiscal years; and $177.0 billion in BA and
$176.9 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.
For off-budget amounts, the Senate amend-
ment sets forth $393.0 billion in BA and out-
lays in 2000; $2,158.9 billion in BA and outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $4,915.7 billion in BA
and outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $14.2 billion in BA and
$14.3 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$77.0 billion in BA and $77.0 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $177.0 billion in BA
and $176.9 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 700: VETERANS’ BENEFITS AND
SERVICES

Major Programs in Function.—Function 700,
Veterans Benefits, totals $43.0 billion in BA
and $42.9 billion in outlays for 1999. This
budget function includes income security
needs of disabled veterans, indigent veterans,
and survivors of deceased veterans through
compensation benefits, pensions, and life in-
surance programs. Major education, train-
ing, and rehabilitation and readjustment
programs include the Montgomery GI Bill,
the Veterans Educational Assistance Pro-
gram, and the Vocational Rehabilitation and
Counseling program. Veterans can also re-
ceive guarantees on home loans. Roughly
half of all spending in this function is for the
Veterans Health Administration, which is
comprised of over 700 hospitals, nursing
homes, domiciliaries, and outpatient clinics.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $44.7 billion in BA and $45.1 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $225.9 billion in
BA and $228.3 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $467.3 billion in BA and $470.3 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $46.7 billion in BA and $47.1
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $227.1
billion in BA and $229.5 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $466.2 billion in BA
and $469.2 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $45.4 billion in BA and
$45.6 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$226.6 billion in BA and $228.8 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $468.0 billion in

BA and $470.8 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

Major Programs in Function.—Function 750,
Administration of Justice, totals about $26.3
billion in BA and $24.8 billion in outlays for
1999. This function includes funding for fed-
eral law enforcement activities, including
criminal investigations by the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation (FBI) and the Drug En-
forcement Administration (DEA), border en-
forcement and the control of illegal immi-
gration by the Customs Service and Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service (INS), as
well as funding for prison construction, drug
treatment, crime prevention programs and
the federal Judiciary.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $23.4 billion in BA and $25.3 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $123.5 billion in
BA and $125.9 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $255.5 billion in BA and $257.4 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $23.4 billion in BA and $25.3
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $121.8
billion in BA and $124.2 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $242.3 billion in BA
and $244.1 billion in outlays over 10 years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $23.4 billion in BA and
$25.3 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$123.5 billion in BA and $125.9 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $255.5 billion in
BA and $257.4 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 800: GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Major Programs in Function.—Function 800,
General Government, totals $15.2 billion in
BA and $14.8 billion in outlays for 1999, ex-
cluding spending which requires a cap ad-
justment or is for an emergency. This func-
tion consists of the activities of the Legisla-
tive Branch, the Executive Office of the
President, U.S. Treasury fiscal operations
(including the Internal Revenue Service),
personnel and property management, and
general purpose fiscal assistance to states,
localities, and U.S. territories. Discretionary
spending represents 93 percent of total
spending in this function. The Internal Rev-
enue Service accounts for 62 percent of the
discretionary total.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth $12.3 billion in BA and $13.5 billion
in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $60.5 billion in
BA and $62.7 billion in outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and $121.2 billion in BA and $122.3 bil-
lion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth $12.3 billion in BA and $13.5
billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; $60.5 bil-
lion in outlays over 5 fiscal years; and $121.2
billion in BA and $122.3 billion in outlays
over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth $12.3 billion in BA and

$13.5 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
$60.5 billion in BA and $62.7 billion in outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and $121.2 billion in BA
and $122.3 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal
years.

FUNCTION 900: NET INTEREST

Major Programs in Function.—Function 900,
Net Interest, totals $229.4 billion in BA and
outlays in 1999. Net interest is a mandatory
payment; there are no discretionary pro-
grams in Function 900. Net interest includes
interest on the public debt after deducting
the interest income received by the federal
government.

House Resolution.—For on-budget amounts,
the House resolution sets forth $275.5 in BA
and outlays in fiscal year 2000; $1,342.4 billion
in BA and outlays over 5 fiscal years; and
$2,626.5 billion in BA and outlays over 10 fis-
cal years.

Senate Amendment.—For on-budget
amounts, the Senate amendment sets forth
$275.7 billion in BA and outlays in fiscal year
2000; $1,344.4 billion in BA and outlays over 5
fiscal years; and $2,630.8 billion in BA and
outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—For on-budget
amounts, the Conference Agreement sets
forth $375.5 billion in BA and outlays in fis-
cal year 2000; $1,342.7 billion in BA and out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and $2,628.4 billion in
BA and outlays over 10 fiscal years.

DEBT LEVELS

The following table compares the levels of
debt held by the public and debt subject to
limit associated with the Conference Agree-
ment, the President’s Budget and the base-
line.

Under the Conference Agreement, debt
held by the public declines year by year, and
by 2009 would be nearly $1.8 trillion below its
present level. Debt held by the public under
the President’s Budget would decline by
about $1.4 trillion over the next ten years.
After ten years, debt held by the public
would be $465 billion lower under the Con-
ference Agreement than under the Presi-
dent’s Budget.

The statutory debt limit, which now stands
at $5.95 trillion, would not have to be in-
creased until the very end of 2004 under the
Conference Agreement. Under the Presi-
dent’s Budget, the statutory debt limit
would have to be raised sometime in 2001.

Clause 3 of House rule XXIII requires that
the joint explanatory statement of managers
accompanying a budget resolution provide a
statement of the effect of adoption of the
concurrent resolution upon the statutory
limit on the debt. This resolution will have
no direct effect upon the statutory limit on
the debt because the House resolution
providng for the consideration of H. Con.
Res. 68 suspended the automatic engross-
ment of an increase in the statutory limit
upon the adoption of a conference report.

COMPARISON OF CONFERENCE AGREEMENT WITH PRESIDENT’S BUDGET AND BASELINE
[In billions of dollars]

Debt 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Conference agreement:
Held by Public .......................................................................................................... 3,627.1 3,502.4 3,370.1 3,229.3 3,080.6 2,920.1 2,738.2 2,540.6 2,326.7 2,098.3 1,861.1
Subject to limit ........................................................................................................ 5,543.9 5,628.4 5,708.5 5,793.5 5,877.4 5,956.3 6,024.6 6,084.6 6,136.5 6,173.9 6,203.4

President’s Budget:
Held by Public .......................................................................................................... 3,629.5 3,564.9 3,491.0 3,395.8 3,302.4 3,188.5 3,055.4 2,891.1 2,709.7 2,522.1 2,323.6
Subject to limit ........................................................................................................ 5,546.3 5,778.6 5,999.8 6,243.0 6,498.4 6,765.1 7,042.9 7,337.9 7,661.1 8.018.6 8,409.0

Baseline:
Held by Public .......................................................................................................... 3,627.1 3,515.8 3,389.7 3,215.1 3,021.0 2,781.3 2,501.1 2,152.1 1,751.8 1,311.4 823.3
Subject to limit ........................................................................................................ 5,543.9 5,641.7 5,728.1 5,779.2 5,817.8 5,817.6 5,787.5 5,696.1 5,561.6 5,387.0 5,165.7

Conference agreement compared to:
President’s Budget:
Held by Public .......................................................................................................... ¥2.4 ¥62.5 ¥120.9 ¥166.5 ¥221.8 ¥268.4 ¥317.2 ¥350.5 ¥383.0 ¥423.8 ¥462.5
Subject to limit ........................................................................................................ ¥2.4 ¥150.2 ¥291.3 ¥449.5 ¥621.0 ¥808.8 ¥1,018.3 ¥1,253.3 ¥1,524.6 ¥1,844.7 ¥2,205.6

Baseline:
Held by Public .......................................................................................................... .................. ¥13.3 ¥19.6 14.3 59.6 138.8 237.1 388.5 574.9 786.9 1,037.8
Subject to limit ........................................................................................................ .................. ¥13.3 ¥19.6 14.3 59.6 138.8 237.1 388.5 574.9 786.9 1,037.8
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FUNCTION 920: ALLOWANCES

Major Programs in Function.—Function 920,
Allowances, usually displays the budgetary
effects of proposals that cannot be easily dis-
tributed across other budget functions. In
past years. Function 920 has included total
savings or costs from proposals associated
with emergency spending or proposals con-
tingent on certain events that have uncer-
tain chances of occurring, such as the Presi-
dent’s proposal for increased discretionary
spending from the Social Security Surplus
contingent on Social Security reform.

House Resolution.—The House resolution
sets forth ¥$8.0 billion in BA and ¥$10.1 bil-
lion in outlays in fiscal year 2000; ¥$31.8 bil-
lion in BA and ¥$52.8 billion in outlays over
5 fiscal years; and ¥$56.8 billion in BA and
¥$80.6 billion in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—The Senate amend-
ment sets forth ¥10.0 billion in BA and
¥$10.1 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
¥$33.8 billion in BA and ¥$52.8 billion in
outlays over 5 fiscal years; and ¥$58.8 billion
in BA and ¥$80.6 billion in outlays over 10
fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth ¥$9.8 billion in BA and
¥$10.8 billion in outlays in fiscal year 2000;
¥$33.6 billion in BA and ¥53.5 billion in out-
lays over 5 fiscal years; and ¥$58.6 billion in
BA and ¥$81.3 billion in outlays over 10 fis-
cal years.

FUNCTION 950: UNDISTRIBUTED OFFSETTING

RECEIPTS

Major Programs in Function.—Function 950,
Undistributed Offsetting Receipts, totals
about $40.1 billion in receipts (BA and out-
lays) for 1999. This function records offset-
ting receipts (receipts, not federal revenues
or taxes, that the budget shows as offsets to
spending programs) that are too large to
record in other budget functions. Such re-
ceipts are either intrabudgetary (a payment
from one federal agency to another, such as
agency payments to the retirement trust
funds) or proprietary (a payment from the
public for some type of business transaction
with the government). The main types of re-
ceipts recorded as undistributed in this func-
tion are: the payments federal agencies
make to retirement trust funds for their em-
ployees, payments made by companies for
the right to explore and produce oil and gas
on the Outer Continental Shelf, and pay-
ments by those who bid for the right to buy
or use the public property or resources, such
as the electromagnetic spectrum.

House Resolution.—For on-budget amounts,
the House resolution sets forth ¥$34.3 billion

in BA and outlays in fiscal year 2000; ¥$188.9
billion in BA and outlays over 5 fiscal years;
and ¥$388.4 billion in BA and outlays over 10
fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.—For on-budget
amounts, the Senate amendment sets forth
¥$34.3 billion in BA and outlays in fiscal
year 2000; ¥$189.8 billion in BA and outlays
over 5 fiscal years; and ¥$391.2 billion in BA
and outlays over 10 fiscal years. For off-
budget amounts, the Senate amendment sets
forth ¥$8.0 billion in BA and outlays in 2000;
¥$45.8 billion in BA and outlays over 5 fiscal
years; and ¥$110.2 billion in BA and outlays
over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
Agreement sets forth ¥$34.3 billion in BA
and outlays in fiscal year 2000; ¥$189.2 bil-
lion in BA and outlays over 5 fiscal years;
and ¥$392.9 billion in BA and ¥$392.8 billion
in outlays over 10 fiscal years.

REVENUES

House Resolution.—For on-budget amounts,
the House resolution sets forth $1,408.5 bil-
lion in revenues in fiscal year 2000; $7,416.9
billion over 5 fiscal years; and $16,155.8 bil-
lion over 10 fiscal years.

Senate Amendment.— For on-budget
amounts, the Senate amendment sets forth
$1,402.0 billion in revenues in fiscal year 2000;
$7,408.3 billion over 5 fiscal years; and
$16,147.7 billion over 10 fiscal years.

Conference Agreement.—For on-budget
amounts, the Conference Agreement set
forth $1,408.1 billion in revenues in fiscal
year 2000; $7,414.2 billion over 5 fiscal years;
and $16,153.5 billion over 10 fiscal years. The
conference agreement assumes that the tax
relief provided by this resolution will include
tax cuts to help cover the costs of raising a
child. Tax cuts for families with children—
child care credits—will be no less than $3 bil-
lion.

RECONCILIATION

House Resolution.—Section 4 of the House
resolution directs the Committee on Ways
and Means to report by September 30, 1999, a
reconciliation bill that reduces revenues by
$142.5 billion for the total of fiscal year 2000
through 2005 and $768.5 billion for fiscal years
2000 through 2009. The House resolution does
not reconcile a reduction in the statutory
limit on the debt.

Senate Amendment.—Section 104 of the Sen-
ate amendment directs the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance to report by June 18, 1999,
a reconciliation bill that reduced revenues
by $138.485 billion for the total of fiscal years

2000 through 2004 and $765.985 billion for the
total of the fiscal years 2000 through 2009.
The Senate amendment also instructs the
Finance Committee to report a reduction in
the statutory limit on the debt of $85 billion
for fiscal year 2000 only. In anticipation that
the budget resolution might be resolved by
the adoption of amendments between the
Houses, section 105 of the Senate amendment
includes reconciliation instructions for the
House Committee on Ways and Means to re-
port legislation by June 11, 1999 that reduces
revenues and the statutory limit on the debt
by the same amounts set out in section 104.

Conference Agreement.—The Conference
agreement directs the Committees on Ways
and Means and Finance to report by July 16,
1999 and July 23, 1999 respectively, a rec-
onciliation bill that reduces revenues by $0
for fiscal year 2000, $142.3 billion for the total
of fiscal years 2000 through 2004 and $777.9
billion for the total of fiscal years 2000
through 2009. The Conference agreement does
not include an instruction to reconcile a re-
duction in the statutory limit on the debt.

ALLOCATIONS

As required in section 302 of the Budget
Act, the joint statement of the managers in-
cludes an allocation, based upon the con-
ference report, of the levels of total budget
authority, total budget outlays among each
of the appropriate House and Senate com-
mittees.

The allocation for each House consist of a
set of two tables for the House and the Sen-
ate. The first set of tables shows the alloca-
tion for the budget year, fiscal year 2000. The
House allocates funding for each fiscal year
covered by the budget resolution. The second
set of tables shows the amount allocated for
the totals of the first five years and the ten
years covered by the budget resolution.

The allocations are as follows:

ALLOCATIONS OF SPENDING AUTHORITY TO HOUSE
COMMITTEES

Appropriations Committee
[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year 2000 Budget
authority Outlays

General Purpose 1 ...................................................... 531,771 536,700
Violent Crime Reduction 1 ......................................... 4,500 5,554
Highways 1 ................................................................. 0 24,574
Mass Transit 1 ........................................................... 0 4,117

Total Discretionary Action ........................... 536,271 570,945
Current Law Mandatory ............................................ 321,108 303,938

1 Shown for display purposes only.
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RULEMAKING AND BUDGETARY PROCEDURES

House Resolution.—Section 5(a) of the
House resolution includes findings that So-
cial Security is, by law, off-budget; that So-
cial Security has been running surpluses;
that these surpluses have been used to
balance the Federal budget; that this resolu-
tion, for the first time, balances the budget
without counting such surpluses, and that
the only way to present the diversion of the
surpluses for other purposes is to balance the
budget exclusive of the surpluses, and both
the Congress and the Administration should
take the necessary steps to ensure that fu-
ture budgets are balanced exclusive of the
surpluses.

Section 5(b) of the House resolution pro-
hibits the consideration of any budget reso-
lution that sets forth an on-budget deficit.
The intent of this provision is to prevent
Congresses from considering future budget
resolutions that implicitly use the Social Se-
curity surplus to finance other governmental
operations. Section 5 is enforced by a point
of order that, if sustained, precludes further
consideration of the measure. In addition to
any budget resolution reported by the Budg-
et Committee, the point of order may be
raised against amendments to the budget
resolution and accompanying conference re-
ports. Consistent with enforcement of key
Budget Act requirements in the House and
Senate, section 5 may be waived by a simple
majority of those present in the House and
three-fifths of those Members voting in the
Senate. An exception is provided for legisla-
tion enhancing retirement security or re-
forming Medicare pursuant to section 6 of
the House resolution.

Subsection (c)(1) provides a sense of the
House that legislation should be enacted
that excludes the outlays and receipts of the
Social Security trust funds from official
budgetary projections of the surplus or def-
icit. Subsection (c)(2) further provides that
legislation should be considered that further
safeguards the surpluses, such as modifying
pay-as-you-go requirements to permit the
enactment of retirement security and Medi-
care legislation or establishing a statutory
limit on debt held by the public that would
be reduced by the amount of the Social Secu-
rity surpluses.

Section 6 of the House resolution estab-
lishes a reserve fund for retirement security
and Medicare in the House. The Budget Com-
mittee chairman is permitted to increase the
allocations and aggregates established in the
budget resolution for legislation that either
enhances retirement security or extends the
solvency of the Medicare trust funds or re-
forms the Medicare benefits or payment
structure. The adjustments may be made for
bills, amendments, and conference reports.

The sum of the adjustments for all meas-
ures considered under this section may not
exceed an amount equal to an up-to-date es-
timate of the Social Security surplus for fis-
cal year 2000, the total for fiscal years 2000
through 2004, and 2000 through 2009. Further-
more, the chairman is prohibited from mak-
ing any adjustment if the measure, together
with any other measure considered under
this section, would exceed the estimated sur-
plus for any of these periods.

For purposes of this section, the projected
Social Security surpluses are the levels as-
sumed in the joint statement or the levels
set forth in CBO’s midsession report. In mak-
ing this projection, CBO is directed to con-
sult with the Social Security trustees.

Section 7 of the House resolution estab-
lishes a reserve fund in the House for special
education. The Budget Committee chairman
is permitted to increase the budget aggre-
gates and allocations to the Committee on
Appropriations for legislation providing ap-

propriations for special education. The ad-
justments may be made for bills, joint reso-
lutions, amendments, and conference re-
ports. Any adjustments must be made in the
amount of BA provided by the measure for
that purpose (and the resulting outlays) are
subject to two limitations. First, the adjust-
ments may not exceed an up-to-date esti-
mate of the on-budget surplus. Second, the
adjustments may not exceed the amount
necessary to fully fund special education at
its authorize levels.

Section 8 of the House resolution provides
that changes in the budgetary aggregates
and committee allocations permitted by the
resolution shall be made while the measure
is pending and upon enactment and shall be
published in the Congressional Record. The
section also provides that the revised aggre-
gates and allocations shall be, for the pur-
poses of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, the aggregates and allocations in this
resolution.

Section 9 of the House resolution requires
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice to update CBO’s budgetary projections
on a quarterly basis.

Senate Amendment.—In addition to setting
forth budgetary levels as called for in the
Budget Act, title I of the Senate amendment
contains two provisions—the first, to address
the fact that Congress did not adopt a fiscal
year 1999 budget resolution, and the second,
to focus attention on debt held by the public
levels. Section 1(a)(2) of the Senate amend-
ment contains language that incorporates
the levels in the deeming resolution passed
by the Senate at the end of the 105th Con-
gress as the fiscal year 1999 budget resolu-
tion. Section 101(6) provides advisory debt
held by the public levels in the budget reso-
lution. These debt-held-by-the-public levels
reflect the fact that the resolution devotes
the entire Social Security surplus to the re-
duction of debt held by the public.

Title II of the Senate amendment contains
ten sections that either modify budget proce-
dures for consideration of legislation or au-
thorize the Chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee to alter the levels in the budget reso-
lution to accommodate Senate consideration
of certain legislation.

Section 201 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a reserve fund for Agriculture. The
Senate amendment ensures that up to $6 bil-
lion is made available for legislation that ad-
dresses risk management and income assist-
ance to agriculture producers through a re-
serve fund. If the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee reports legislation that provides risk
management and income assistance to agri-
culture producers, then the Chairman of the
Budget Committee is authorized to increase
the Agriculture Committee’s allocation of
budget authority and outlays to accommo-
date this additional spending. The reserve
fund provides that this legislation cannot
cause an on-budget deficit. The Senate
amendment also permits $500 million (within
the $6 billion total) in agriculture spending
in fiscal year 2000, but this additional spend-
ing must be offset by reductions in direct
spending in other programs.

Section 202 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a tax reduction reserve fund which al-
lows the Chairman of the Budget Committee
to adjust the spending and revenue limits for
legislation that reduces revenues as long as
the legislation does not cause an on-budget
deficit for the first fiscal year, the sum of
the first five fiscal years covered by the
budget resolution, and the sum of the ten fis-
cal years covered by the resolution.

Section 203 of the Senate amendment con-
tains a clarification of the Senate’s pay-as-
you-go rule make it clear that this rule still
applies until the budget is balanced exclud-
ing the transactions of the Social Security

trust fund. This change would prohibit the
expenditure of Social Security surpluses, but
would allow on-budget surpluses to be used
to offset tax reductions or direct spending
increases.

Section 204 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a majority point of order against emer-
gency spending provisions. The Senate
amendment would curb the abuse of spending
the Social Security surplus on so-called
emergencies. Under sections 251(1)(b)(2)(A)
and 252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, if Congress
and the President designate a provision of
legislation an emergency, it is exempt from
the statutory limits on appropriations legis-
lation and the pay-as-you-go requirement for
all other legislation. Under the Senate
amendment, committee reports and any
statement of managers accompanying legis-
lation containing emergency spending must
contain an analysis whether the proposed
emergency spending satisfies all the criteria
set out in the resolution. A point of order is
available against any emergency spending
provision regardless of whether the criteria
are met. The Presiding Officer does not de-
termine whether or not the criteria have
been satisfied when ruling on the point of
order. If a point of order was raised and sus-
tained against an emergency spending provi-
sion then the language making the emer-
gency designation and providing the spend-
ing would both be stricken from the measure
by way of a procedure similar to the Byrd
rule (see section 313 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974).

Section 205 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides authority to the Budget Committee
chairmen to provide committee allocations.
Section 302 of the Budget Act requires the
statement of managers accompanying a con-
ference report on a budget resolution to in-
clude an allocation of spending authority to
committees. At the time the Senate amend-
ment was adapted there existed the possi-
bility that this budget resolution would not
go to conference. Therefore, the Senate
amendment requires the Chairman of the
Budget Committee to file allocations that
are consistent with the budget resolution.

Section 206 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a reserve fund for use of Outer Conti-
nental Shelf (OCS) receipts. This section
would allow committee allocations to be ad-
justed for legislation providing new or addi-
tional direct spending for historic preserva-
tion, recreation and land, water, fish, and
wildlife conservation efforts to support
coastal needs and activities. This reserve
fund is intended to accommodate an increase
in spending for these programs if the in-
creases are offset by reductions in direct
spending. It would not allow revenue in-
creases to offset spending increases.

Section 207 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a reserve fund for Medicare managed
care plans. This section permits committee
allocations to be adjusted for legislation pro-
viding new or additional direct spending for
Medicare managed care plans agreeing to
serve elderly patients for at least 2 years and
whose reimbursement was reduced because of
risk management regulations. This reserve
fund is intended to accommodate an increase
in spending for these programs if they are
offset by spending reductions. It would not
allow revenue increases to offset spending
increases.

Section 208 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a reserve fund for Medicare and pre-
scription drugs. This section permits com-
mittee allocations and spending aggregates
to be adjusted for legislation that signifi-
cantly extends the solvency of the Medicare
Hospital Insurance (HI) Trust Fund without
the use of transfers of new subsidies from the
general fund. This reserve fund is designed to
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accommodate legislation that reforms the
Medicare program and extends the solvency
of the HI trust fund. It would not allow rev-
enue increases to offset spending increases.
This reserve fund does allow committee allo-
cations and spending aggregates to be ad-
justed to use an on-budget surplus to offset
the additional cost of prescription drugs as
part of legislation that reforms Medicare and
significantly extends the solvency of the HI
trust fund.

Section 209 of the Senate amendment con-
tains language regarding the rulemaking au-
thority of each of the Houses of Congress.

Section 210 of the Senate amendment pro-
vides a reserve fund to foster the employ-
ment and independence of individuals with
disabilities so long as the legislation does
not increase the deficit or reduce the sur-
plus.

Conference Agreement.—Title II of the Con-
ference agreement includes the rules and
procedures for implementing and enforcing
the budget resolution.

Section 201 of the Conference agreement
creates a safe deposit box for Social Security
surpluses and reflects the language in sec-
tion 5 of the House resolution with modifica-
tions. The resolution contains the findings
from section 5(a) and creates a majority
point of order from section 5(b) with modi-
fications in the House and Senate against a
budget resolution which sets forth an on-
budget deficit unless the deficit results from
legislation enacted pursuant to section 202 of
this resolution. The Conference agreement
does not contain the sense of Congress provi-
sions set forth in section 5(c).

Section 202 of the Conference agreement
provides a reserve fund for retirement secu-
rity and reflects the language of section 6 of
the House resolution with modifications. The
reserve fund for retirement security applies
in both the House and Senate and permits
the Budget Committee chairman to adjust

the appropriate budgetary aggregates and al-
locations for legislation that enhances re-
tirement security through structural pro-
grammatic reform. It is the conferees’ inten-
tion that retirement security includes Medi-
care.

Section 203 of the Conference agreement
provides a reserve fund for Medicare legisla-
tion and reflects the language of section 208
of the Senate amendment with modifica-
tions. The Conference agreement applies the
reserve fund to the House and Senate, re-
quires the legislation to make structural re-
forms to Medicare and extend the solvency of
the Medicare trust fund without the use of
intragovernmental transfers, and provides
that it may be used for legislation which in-
cludes a prescription drug benefit. The con-
ferees do not intend for the reserve fund to
encompass legislation making incremental
changes to the Medicare system.

Section 204 of the Conference agreement
reflects the language of section 201 of the
Senate amendment regarding a reserve fund
which would increase the allocations by an
additional $6 billion for agriculture with
modifications. The Senate amendment only
applied in the Senate. Although the House
does not have a comparable provision, it in-
cludes $6 billion in mandatory spending over
5 years for function 350 (Agriculture), and in
the allocation to the House Committee on
Agriculture. The Conference agreement pro-
vides that the reserve fund applies in both
the House and the Senate and may be trig-
gered by legislation which provides risk
management and/or income assistance to ag-
ricultural producers. For the purposes of this
section, risk management includes crop in-
surance.

Section 205 of the Conference agreement
reflects the language of section 202 of the
Senate amendment regarding a tax reduction
reserve fund in the Senate. The House does
not have a comparable provision. The House

has standing authority under section 302(g)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as
amended by the Balanced Budget Act of 1997
to consider legislation reducing taxes in ex-
cess of the levels in the budget resolution, if
the revenue loss is offset by spending reduc-
tions. The Conference agreement retains the
Senate language with modifications and only
applies in the Senate.

Section 206 of the Conference agreement
reflects the language of section 204 of the
Senate amendment regarding an emergency
designation point of order with modifica-
tions. The House does not have a comparable
provision. However, according to the Over-
sight Plan of the House Committee on the
Budget, the Budget Committee will consider
budget process reform during the spring of
1999 (which will include a codification of a
definition of budgetary emergencies and es-
tablish a reserve fund for such emergencies).
The Conference agreement provides a super-
majority point of order in the Senate against
language designating a provision as an emer-
gency and includes an exemption for defense
spending.

Section 207 of the Conference agreement
reflects the language of section 203 of the
Senate amendment regarding the application
of the Senate’s pay-go point of order with a
modification. The House does not have a
comparable provision (the pay-go point of
order is not applicable in the House of Rep-
resentatives). The Conference agreement re-
states the entire pay-go point of order with
modifications which permit on-budget sur-
pluses to be used for the tax reductions or
spending increases. The conferees intend
that the on-budget surplus be placed on the
Senate’s pay-as-you-go scorecard. The base-
line on-budget surpluses are shown in the
table below:

Fiscal Year—
5 yr. 10 yr.

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Baseline on Budget surpluses ................................................................................................................................................................. ............ 8.510 54.930 33.301 52.100 72.459 123.375 154.858 174.844 204.332 148.841 878.709

Section 208 of the Conference agreement
reflects the language of section 8 of the
House resolution regarding the application
and effect of changes in allocations and ag-
gregates made pursuant to the resolution
with modifications. The Senate does not
have a comparable provision. Subsections (a)
and (b) of the Conference agreement would
be applicable in both the House and Senate.
Subsection (d) applies only in the House and
provides that only the first fiscal year and
the five fiscal year totals of the section 302
allocations will be enforced under section 302
and 311 of the Budget Act.

Section 209 of the Conference agreement
clarifies the status of the interim House and
Senate levels for fiscal year 1999. The House
resolution does not have a comparable provi-
sion. However interim budget allocations
and aggregates for the House were printed in
the Congressional Record pursuant to H. Res.
5. Section 1(a)(2) of the Senate amendment
contains language that incorporates the lev-
els passed by the Senate at the end of the
105th Congress as the fiscal year 1999 budget
resolution. The conference agreement re-
flects the Senate amendment with a modi-
fication which clarifies that the levels pre-
viously submitted by the House and the Sen-
ate constitute a concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 1999.

Section 210 of the Conference agreement
reflects the language of section 210 of the
Senate amendment regarding a reserve fund
in the Senate for legislation that finances

certain programs to foster the employment
and independence of individuals with disabil-
ities with modifications. The House does not
have a comparable provision. The Conference
agreement adopts the Senate language with
technical amendments which conform the re-
serve fund to the form of other reserve funds
set out in the Conference agreement.

Section 211 provides for a reserve fund for
a fiscal year 2000 surplus. The Conference
agreement calls upon the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) to complete its update
of the economic and budget forecast for the
2000 budget by July 1, 1999. If CBO’s revised
projection shows an on-budget surplus for
2000, this reserve fund allows the Chairman
of the Budget Committee to adjust the rev-
enue aggregate, the pay-go balance, and the
revenue reconciliation instructions by the
amount of the on-budget surplus for 2000.

Section 212 provides for a reserve fund in
the Senate for education for legislation that
causes an increase in direct spending by vir-
tue of a change in the purpose for which pre-
viously appropriated funds may be spent.

Section 213 contains the boilerplate rule-
making authority of the House and the Sen-
ate.

Section 7 of the House resolution provides
a reserve fund for special education. The
Senate amendment does not have a com-
parable provision. The House recedes to the
Senate on this issue.

Section 9 of the House resolution requires
the Congressional Budget Office to provide

quarterly updates of its projections. The
Senate amendment does not have a com-
parable provision. The House recedes to the
Senate on this issue.

Section 205 of the Senate amendment con-
tained authority for the Chairman of the
Budget Committee in the Senate to provide
committee allocations in the Congressional
Record in the event that there was not a
statement of managers accompanying a con-
ference report on the budget resolution. The
House resolution does not have a comparable
provision. The Senate recedes to the House
on this issue.

Section 206 of the Senate amendment con-
tained a reserve fund for the use of OCS re-
ceipts. The House resolution does not have a
comparable provision. The Senate recedes to
the House on this issue.

Section 207 of the Senate amendment con-
tained a reserve fund for managed care plans.
The House resolution does not have a com-
parable provision. The Senate recedes to the
House on this issue.

Miscellaneous Provisions Regarding Budget
Enforcement.—Some interpret a surplus to be
a negative deficit. The conferees intend that
this interpretation not apply for the pur-
poses of this resolution. More specifically,
for the purposes of title II, a reduction in the
on-budget surplus is not considered an in-
crease in the on-budget deficit.

Some 301 of the Conference agreement sets
forth a sense of the Congress regarding the
protection of the Social Security surpluses.
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The conferees strongly support this lan-
guage—particularly the language found in
subsection (b)(1) and intend that legislation
should be enacted that prevents the Social
Security surpluses from being used for any
purpose other than Social Security, retire-
ment security and the reduction of the fed-
eral debt.

SENSE OF CONGRESS, HOUSE AND SENATE
PROVISIONS

House Resolution.—The House resolution in-
cluded the following sense of the House or
sense of Congress provisions:

Sense of Congress on the commission on
international religious freedom.

Sense of the House on providing additional
dollars to the classroom.

Sense of Congress on asset-building for the
working poor.

Sense of Congress on access to health in-
surance and preserving home health services
for all Medicare beneficiaries.

Sense of the House on medicare payment.
Sense of the House on assessment of wel-

fare-to-work programs.
Sense of Congress on providing honor

guard services for veterans’ funerals.
Sense of Congress on child nutrition.
Senate amendment.—The Senate amend-

ment included the following sense of the
Senate or sense of the Congress provisions:

Sense of the Senate on marriage penalty.
Sense of the Senate on improving security

for United States diplomatic missions.
Sense of the Senate on access to Medicare

home health services.
Sense of the Senate regarding the deduct-

ibility of health insurance premiums of the
self-employed.

Sense of the Senate that tax reductions
should go to working families.

Sense of the Senate on the National Guard.
Sense of the Senate on effects of Social Se-

curity reform on women.
Sense of the Senate on increased funding

for the National Institutes of Health.
Sense of Congress on funding for Kyoto

protocol implementation prior to Senate
ratification.

Sense of the Senate on Federal research
and development investment.

Sense of the Senate on counter-narcotics
funding.

Sense of the Senate regarding tribal col-
leges.

Sense of the Senate on the Social Security
surplus.

Sense of the Senate on need-based student
financial aid programs.

Findings; sense of Congress on the protec-
tion of the Social Security surpluses.

Sense of the Senate on providing adequate
funding for United States international lead-
ership.

Sense of the Senate that the Federal Gov-
ernment should not invest the Social Secu-
rity Trust Funds in private financial mar-
kets.

Sense of the Senate concerning on-budget
surplus.

Sense of the Senate on TEA–21 funding and
the States.

Sense of the Senate that agricultural risk
management programs should benefit live-
stock producers.

Sense of the Senate regarding the mod-
ernization and improvement of the medicare
program.

Sense of the Senate on providing tax relief
to all Americans by returning non-Social Se-
curity surplus to taxpayers.

Sense of the Senate regarding tax incen-
tives for education savings.

Sense of the Senate that the One Hundred
Sixth Congress, First Session should reau-
thorize funds for the Farmland Protection
Program.

Sense of the Senate on tax cuts for lower
and middle income taxpayers.

Sense of the Senate regarding reform of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986

Sense of the Senate regarding Davis-
Bacon.

Sense of the Senate regarding access to
items and services under medicare program.

Sense of the Senate concerning autism.
Sense of the Senate on women’s access to

obstetric and gynecological services.
Sense of the Senate on LIHEAP.
Sense of the Senate on transportation fire-

walls.
Sense of the Senate on funding existing, ef-

fective public health programs before cre-
ating new programs.

Sense of the Senate concerning funding for
special education.

Sense of the Senate on the importance of
Social Security for individuals who become
disabled.

Sense of the Senate regarding funding for
intensive firearms prosecution programs.
Honest reporting of the deficit.

Sense of the Senate concerning fostering
the employment and independence of indi-
viduals with disabilities.

Sense of the Senate regarding asset-build-
ing for the working poor.

Sense of the Senate that the provisions of
this resolution assume that it is the policy
of the United States to provide as soon as is
technologically possible an education for
every American child that will enable each
child to effectively meet the challenges of
the twenty-first century.

Sense of the Senate concerning exemption
of agricultural commodities and products,
medicines, and medical products from uni-
lateral economic sanctions.

Sense of the Senate regarding capital gains
tax fairness for family farmers. Budgeting
for the Defense Science and Technology Pro-
gram.

Sense of the Senate concerning funding for
the Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery
(UPARR) program.

Sense of the Senate on social promotion.
Sense of the Senate on women and Social

Security reform.
Sense of the Congress regarding South Ko-

rea’s international trade practices on pork
and beef.

Sense of the Senate regarding support for
State and local law enforcement.

Sense of the Senate on merger enforcement
by Department of Justice.

Sense of the Senate to create a task force
to pursue the creation of a natural disaster
reserve fund.

Sense of the Senate concerning Federal tax
relief.

Sense of the Senate on eliminating the
marriage penalty and across-the-board in-
come tax rate cuts.

Sense of the Senate on important of fund-
ing for embassy security.

Sense of the Senate on funding for after
school education.

Sense of the Senate concerning recovery of
funds by the Federal Government in tobacco-
related litigation.

Sense of the Senate on offsetting inappro-
priate emergency spending.

Findings; sense of Congress on the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2000 budget proposal to tax
association investment income.

Sense of the Senate regarding funding for
counter-narcotics initiatives.

Sense of the Senate on modernizing Amer-
ica’s schools.

Sense of the Senate concerning funding for
the land and water conservation fund.

Sense of the Senate regarding support for
Federal, State and local law enforcement
and for the Violent Crime Reduction Trust
Fund.

Sense of the Senate regarding Social Secu-
rity notch babies.

Conference Agreements.—Title III of the res-
olution contains the following non-binding
language that expresses the will or intent of
either or both Houses of the Congress:

Subtitle A: The Sense of the Congress pro-
visions are as follows:

Sense of the Congress on the protection of
the Social Security surpluses.

Sense of the Congress on providing addi-
tion dollars to the classroom.

Sense of the Congress on asset-building for
the working poor.

Sense of the Congress on child nutrition.
Sense of the Congress concerning funding

for special education.

Subtitle B: The Sense of the House provi-
sions are as follows:

Sense of the House on the commission on
international religious freedoms.

Sense of the House on assessment of wel-
fare-to-work programs.

Subtitle C: The Sense of the Senate provi-
sions are as follows:

Sense of the Senate that the federal gov-
ernment should not invest the Social Secu-
rity trust funds in private financial markets.

Sense of the Senate regarding the mod-
ernization and improvement of the Medicare
program.

Sense of the Senate on education.
Sense of the Senate on providing tax relief

to Americans by returning the non-Social
Security surplus to taxpayers.

Sense of the Senate on access to Medicare
services.

Sense of the Senate on law enforcement.
Sense of the Senate on improving security

for United States diplomatic missions.
Sense of the Senate on increased funding

for the National Institutes of Health.
Sense of the Senate on funding for Kyoto

protocol implementation prior to Senate
ratification.

Sense of the Senate on TEA–21 funding and
the States.

Sense of the Senate that the one hundred
sixth Congress, first session, should reau-
thorize funds for the farmland protection
program.

Sense of the Senate on the importance of
Social Security for individuals who become
disabled.

Sense of the Senate on reporting of on-
budget trust fund levels.

Sense of the Senate regarding South Ko-
rea’s international trade practices on pork
and beef.

Sense of the Senate on funding for natural
disasters.
From the Committee on the Budget:

JOHN R. KASICH,
SAXBY CHAMBLISS,
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,

Managers on the Part of the House.

PETE V. DOMENICI,
CHUCK GRASSLEY,
DON NICKLES,
PHIL GRAMM,
SLADE GORTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 19
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. OSE) at 1 o’clock and 2
minutes a.m.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON HOUSE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 68,
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–92) on the resolution (H.
Res. 137) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 68) establishing the congres-
sional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2000 and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2009, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 472, LOCAL CENSUS QUALITY
CHECK ACT

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–93) on the resolution (H.
Res. 138) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 472) to amend title 13,
United States Code, to require the use
of postcensus local review as part of
each decennial census, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 37,
TAX LIMITATION CONSTITU-
TIONAL AMENDMENT

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–94) on the resolution (H.
Res. 139) providing for consideration of
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 37) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States with respect
to tax limitations, which was referred
to the House Calendar and ordered to
be printed.
f

OMISSION FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF MONDAY,
APRIL 12, 1999

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. ROUKEMA (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of the
death of her mother.

Ms. CARSON (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and Tuesday,

April 13 on account of a death in the
family.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and Tues-
day, April 13 on account of official
business.

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of
business in the district.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and
the balance of the week on account of
personal business.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BERMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CAPPS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, for 60 minutes,

today.
Mr. OWENS, for 60 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,

today and April 14.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes,

today and April 14.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. PORTMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 3 minutes a.m.),
the House adjourned until today,
Wednesday, April 14, 1999, at 10 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1468. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Brucellosis; Procedures for
Retaining Class Free State Status [Docket
No. 98–060–2] received April 6, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

1469. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Quinclorac;
Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–300820; FRL–6069–5]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received March 23, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1470. A letter from the Chairman, Farm
Credit Administration Board, Farm Credit
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule—Organization; Disclosure
to Shareholders; FCS Board Compensation
Limits (RIN: 3052–AB79) received April 6,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

1471. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Builder
Warranty for High-Ratio FHA-Insured Single
Family Mortgages for New Homes [Docket
No. FR–4288–I–01] (RIN: 2502–AH08) received
April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

1472. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Section 8
Certificate and Voucher Programs Con-
forming Rule; Technical Amendment [Dock-
et No. FR–4054–C–05] (RIN: 2577–AB63) re-
ceived April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

1473. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Lead-
Based Paint Poisoning Prevention in Certain
Residential Structures-Information Collec-
tion Approval Numbers; Technical Amend-
ment [Docket No. FR–4444–F–02] received
April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

1474. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—FHA Sin-
gle Family Mortgage Insurance; Statutory
Changes for Maximum Mortgage Limit and
Downpayment Requirement [Docket No. FR–
4431–F–01] (RIN: 2502–AH31) received April 8,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

1475. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Builder
Warranty for High-Ratio FHA-Insured Single
Family Mortgages for New Homes [Docket
No. FR–4288–C–02] (RIN: 2502–AH08) received
April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

1476. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulations, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Section 8
Certificate and Voucher Programs Con-
forming Rule; Technical Amendment [Dock-
et No. FR–4054–C–04] (RIN: 2577–AB63) re-
ceived April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.
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1477. A letter from the Director, Office of

Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Deposit Insurance Regula-
tions; Joint Accounts and ‘‘Payable-on-
Death’’ Accounts (RIN: 3064–AC16) received
April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

1478. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Preparing Tomorrow’s Teachers
to Use Technology (CFDA No. 84.342) re-
ceived April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

1479. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Rule Concerning Disclo-
sures Regarding Energy Consumption and
Water Use of Certain Home Appliances and
Other Products Required Under the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (‘‘Appliance La-
beling Rule’’)—received April 6, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

1480. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to amend the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act to manage the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve more effectiviely and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

1481. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Bureau of Export Administration, transmit-
ting the Bureau’s final rule—Removal of
Commercial Communications Satellites and
Related Items from the Department of Com-
merce’s Commerce Control List for Re-
transfer to the Department of State’s United
States Munitions List [Docket No. 990311067–
9067–01] (RIN: 0694–AB84) received April 6,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on International Relations.

1482. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Secretary, Bureau of Export Administration,
transmitting the Bureau’s final rule—Entity
List: Addition of Russian Entities; and Revi-
sions to Certain Indian and Pakistani Enti-
ties [Docket No. 970428099–9015–08] (RIN: 0694–
AB60) received April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

1483. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Maryland
Regulatory Program [MD–045–FOR] received
April 8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Resources.

1484. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforce-
ment, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Ohio Regu-
latory Program [OH–244–FOR] received April
8, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

1485. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department
of the Interior, transmitting a proposed draft
of legislation to amend the National Trails
System Act to designate El Camino Real de
los Tejas as a National Historic Trail; to the
Committee on Resources.

1486. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Trawling in
Steller Sea Lion Critical Habitat in the Cen-
tral Aleutian District of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands [Docket No. 990304063–9063–
01; I.D. 033199A] received April 8, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Resources.

1487. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-

rine Fisheries Service, National Marine
Fisheries Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Fisheries of the Economic Exclu-
sive Zone Off Alaska; Shallow-water Species
Fishery by Vessels using Trawl Gear in the
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 990304062–9062–01;
I.D. 031999A] received April 6, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

1488. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Marine
Fisheries Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Fisheries of the Economic Exclu-
sive Zone Off Alaska; Deep-water Species
Fishery by Vessels using Trawl Gear in the
Gulf of Alaska [Docket No. 990304062–9062–01;
I.D. 032399C] received April 6, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

1489. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Marine
Fisheries Service, transmitting the Service’s
final rule—Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf
of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal Mi-
gratory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of
Mexico and South Atlantic; Closure [Docket
No. 961204340–7087–02; I.D. 031599C] received
March 23, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

1490. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Fisheries of the
Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska;
Amendment 56 to the Fishery Management
Plan for Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska
and Amendment 56 to the Fishery Manage-
ment Plan for the Groundfish Fishery of the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area [I.D.
101498C] (RIN: 0648–AJ50) received April 6,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

1491. A letter from the United States Court
of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of the
court; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1492. A letter from the United States Court
of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of the
court; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1493. A letter from the United States Court
of Appeals, transmitting an opinion of the
court; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1494. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Civil Works), Department of
the Army, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Danger Zone, Chesapeake Bay,
Point Lookout to Cedar Point, Maryland—
received April 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

1495. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for the United
States Coast Guard, and for other purposes;
jointly to the Committees on Transportation
and Infrastructure and Ways and Means.

1496. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to authorize appropriations for
Fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for certain mari-
time programs of the Department of Trans-
portation, and for other purposes; jointly to
the Committees on Transportation and In-
frastructure and Armed Services.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform. H.R. 208. A bill to amend title 5,

United States Code, to allow for the con-
tribution of certain rollover distributions to
accounts in the Thrift Savings Plan, to
eliminate certain waiting-period require-
ments for participating in the Thrift Savings
Plan, and for other purposes; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 106–87). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform. H.R. 928. A bill to require that the
2000 decennial census include either a gen-
eral or targeted followup mailing of census
questionnaires, whichever, in the judgment
of the Secretary of Commerce, will be more
effective in securing the return of census in-
formation from the greatest number of
households possible (Rept. 106–88). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. BURTON: Committee on Government
Reform. H.R. 1009. A bill to authorize the
awarding of grants to cities, counties, tribal
organizations, and certain other entities for
the purpose of improving public participa-
tion in the 2000 decennial census; with an
amendment (Rept. 106–89). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. H.R. 1376. A bill to extend the tax
benefits available with respect to services
performed in a combat zone to services per-
formed in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavaia (Serbia/Montenegro) and certain
other areas, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 106–90). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. KASICH: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on House Concurrent Res-
olution 68. Resolution establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 2000 and setting forth
appropriate budgetary levels for each of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2009 (Rept. 106–91). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. LINDER: Committee on rules. House
Resolution 137. Resolution waiving points of
order against a conference report to accom-
pany the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res.
68) establishing the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal year
2000 and setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of the fiscal years 2001
through 2009 (Rept. 106–92). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 138. Resolution providing
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 472) to
amend title 13, United States Code, to re-
quire the use of postcensus local review as
part of each decennial census (Rept. 106–93).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Rules. House Resolution 139. Resolution
providing for the consideration of the joint
resolution (H.J. Res. 37) proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States with respect to tax limitations (Rept.
106–93). Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. CRANE, Mr. THOMAS, Mr.
SHAW, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. CAMP, Mr. RAMSTAD,
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of
Texas, Ms. DUNN, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
PORTMAN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. WATKINS,
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Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. WELLER, Mr.
HULSHOF, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. STARK,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. COYNE, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. JEFFERSON,
Mr. TANNER, Mr. BECERRA, Mrs.
THURMAN, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr.
FOSSELLA, and Mr. SWEENEY):

H.R. 1376. A bill to extend the tax benefits
available with respect to services performed
in a combat zone to services performed in
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia/
Montenegro) and certain other areas, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. WELLER (for himself, Mr.
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. HASTERT, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. HYDE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
PORTER, Mr. EWING, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Mrs. BIGGERT, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. PHELPS):

H.R. 1377. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service at 13234
South Baltimore Avenue in Chicago, Illinois,
as the ‘‘John J. Buchanan Post Office Build-
ing’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself
and Mr. HALL of Texas):

H.R. 1378. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for carrying out pipeline safety activi-
ties under chapter 601 of title 49, United
States Code; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and in addition to
the Committee on Commerce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GILMAN:
H.R. 1379. A bill to amend the Omnibus

Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1999, to make a tech-
nical correction relating to an emergency
supplemental appropriation for international
narcotics control and law enforcement as-
sistance; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. BALLENGER (for himself, Mr.
GOODLING, Ms. DUNN, Mrs. FOWLER,
Mr. STENHOLM, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
DOOLEY of California, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. SHAYS, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs.
NORTHUP, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. BARRETT
of Nebraska, Mrs. BONO, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. SAM JOHNSON
of Texas, Mr. TALENT, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
DEAL of Georgia, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LATHAM, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BURR of
North Carolina, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. HANSEN,
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr.
COBLE, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. SMITH of
Michigan, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington):

H.R. 1380. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide compen-
satory time for employees in the private sec-
tor; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. BALLENGER (for himself, Mr.
GOODLING, and Mr. DICKEY):

H.R. 1381. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide that an em-
ployee’s ‘‘regular rate’’ for purposes of calcu-

lating overtime compensation will not be af-
fected by certain additional payments; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. BATEMAN:
H.R. 1382. A bill to amend the Fair Labor

Standards Act of 1938 to provide an exemp-
tion from overtime compensation for fire-
fighters and rescue squad members who vol-
unteer their services; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

H.R. 1383. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow registered vendors
to administer refunds of Federal excise taxes
on kerosene used in unvented heaters for
home heating purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CANNON (for himself, Mr.
MCINNIS, and Mr. HAYWORTH):

H.R. 1384. A bill to authorize an interpre-
tive center and related visitor facilities
within the Four Corners Monument Tribal
Park, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mrs. EMERSON:
H.R. 1385. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to repeal the financial
limitation on rehabilitation services under
part B of the Medicare Program; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. TERRY, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. POMBO, Mr. SHOWS, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. HANSEN, Mrs. EMERSON,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. NEY, Mr. RYUN of
Kansas, Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
GILMAN, and Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington):

H.R. 1386. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come gain on the sale of a family farming
business to a family member; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. FILNER, Mr. SHOWS, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. OLVER, Mr. ENGLISH,
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. NEY, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms.
WOOLSEY, Mr. DOYLE, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr.
CLEMENT, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. JEF-
FERSON, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. METCALF,
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mrs. MEEK of Flor-
ida, Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. BISHOP,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. WOLF, Mrs. MYRICK,
Mr. GOODLING, Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mr.
SPRATT):

H.R. 1387. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for Government fur-
nished headstones or markers for the marked
graves of veterans; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. SALM-
ON, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.
OBERSTAR, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. FROST,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
MOORE, and Mr. GONZALEZ):

H.R. 1388. A bill to establish a demonstra-
tion project to study and provide coverage of

routine patient care costs for Medicare bene-
ficiaries with cancer who are enrolled in an
approved clinical trial program; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MANZULLO (for himself, Mr.
MATSUI, Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
STUMP, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. CONDIT,
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. MORAN
of Kansas, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. HILL of
Montana, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. BROWN of California,
Mr. DOYLE, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
FROST, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. THORN-
BERRY, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
EWING, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. GREEN
of Texas, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, and Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York):

H.R. 1389. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the information
reporting requirement relating to the Hope
Scholarship and Lifetime Learning Credits
imposed on educational institutions and cer-
tain other trades and businesses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. OWENS:
H.R. 1390. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to reduce the rates of in-
come tax imposed on indvidual taxpayers by
3 percentage points, to provide for a carry-
over basis of property acquired from a dece-
dent, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REGULA (for himself and Mr.
MURTHA):

H.R. 1391. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to establish a program under which
States may be certified to carry out vol-
untary environmental cleanup programs and
to amend CERCLA regarding the liability of
landowners and prospective purchasers; to
the Committee on Commerce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. STARK:
H.R. 1392. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to authorize the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to
enter into contracts with providers of serv-
ices to furnish certain inpatient hospital
services at an all-inclusive rate of payment;
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma:
H.R. 1393. A bill to provide wage parity for

certain Department of Defense employees in
Texas and Oklahoma; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. GOSS, Mr.
YOUNG of Florida, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. FOLEY,
Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. BILIRAKIS,
Mr. MICA, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. MILLER
of Florida, and Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida):

H.R. 1394. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of additional Federal district judges in
the State of Florida, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself and Mr.
CALVERT):
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H.R. 1395. A bill to amend the Clean Air

Act to suspend the application of certain
motor vehicle fuel requirements in areas
within the State of California during certain
periods in order to reduce the retail cost of
gasoline, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Ms. MCKINNEY (for herself, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ANDREWS,
Mr. FORBES, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. WEXLER, Mrs. MEEK
of Florida, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. CLAY, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. LUTHER,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr.
DIXON, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. OWENS, Ms.
LOFGREN, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. BONIOR,
Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. LEE, Mr.
CONYERS, Mr. LARSON, Mr. KUCINICH,
Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. FORD, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. TOWNS, and Ms. BALDWIN):

H.R. 1396. A bill to save taxpayers money,
reduce the deficit, cut corporate welfare, and
protect and restore America’s natural herit-
age by eliminating the fiscally wasteful and
ecologically destructive commercial logging
program on Federal public lands and to fa-
cilitate the economic recovery and diver-
sification of communities dependent on the
Federal logging program; to the Committee
on Agriculture, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Resources, and Education and the
Workforce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr.
BASS, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. CAS-
TLE, Mr. MCKEON, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. UPTON, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. SALM-
ON, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Ms.
DUNN, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. EWING, Mrs.
FOWLER, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HILL of
Montana, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. MOORE, Mr. MORAN of Kan-
sas, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. PETERSON of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. TRAFICANT, and Mr.
WELDON of Florida):

H. Con. Res. 84. Concurrent resolution urg-
ing the Congress and the President to fully
fund the Federal Government’s obligation
under the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

f

MEMORIALS
Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials

were presented and referred as follows:
17. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of

the Senate of the State of New Hampshire,
relative to Senate Resolution No. 4 urging
the President and the Congress to fund 40
percent of the average per pupil expenditure
in public elementary and secondary schools
in the United States as promised under the
IDEA to ensure that all children, regardless
of disability, received a quality education
and are treated with the dignity and respect
they deserve; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

18. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, relative to a memorial urging Con-
gress and the President of the United States
to take immediate action to work in unison
to pass a Patient’s Bill of Rights and con-
front this impending health care crisis in the
best interest of all Americans; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska introduced a bill

(H.R. 1397) for the relief of Herman J.
Koehler, III; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 14: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and
Mr. NUSSLE.

H.R. 25: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr.
MALONEY of Connecticut.

H.R. 36: Mr. DOOLEY of California, Mr.
RUSH, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. CONYERS, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 40: Mr. MEEKS of New York and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 45: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. WEXLER,
and Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 49: Mr. GONZALEZ and Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 53: Mr. DICKEY and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 61: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 119: Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. WHITFIELD,

and Mr. THUNE.
H.R. 120: Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H.R. 121: Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 152: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 205: Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 212: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. DOOLEY of

California, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. JOHN,
and Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 216: Mr. WOLF and Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 218: Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.

BOUCHER, Mr. JOHN, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. DICKEY, and Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 353: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
KLINK, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Mr. RILEY, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. RUSH, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr.
DIXON.

H.R. 371: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. HUNTER, and
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

H.R. 372: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mrs. EMERSON, and Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 380: Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. HAYES, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia,
Mr. OLVER, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SAWYER, and
Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 382: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. BERK-
LEY, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 383: Mr. ROEMER, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
SERRANO, and Ms. DUNN.

H.R. 389: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 407: Mr. GIBBONS.
H.R. 417: Mr. COYNE.
H.R. 443: Mr. MARKEY.
H.R. 486: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.

OBERSTAR, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. MURTHA, Ms.
CARSON, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. SABO, Mr. GILLMOR,
Mr. BOUCHER, and Mr. JENKINS.

H.R. 488: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. PORTER, and
Mr. BERMAN.

H.R. 505: Mr. FROST, Mr. HORN, and Mr.
GONZALEZ.

H.R. 538: Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 544: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
H.R. 566: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 570: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 573: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.

WALSH, Mr. FORBES, Mr. RILEY, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, and Mr. HULSHOF.

H.R. 574: Mr. SESSIONS.
H.R. 583: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 595: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. BERMAN, Ms.

LOFGREN, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. COSTELLO,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, and Ms. PELOSI.

H.R. 632: Mr. SALMON.
H.R. 655: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. NEY, Mr.

SHOWS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. CAPPS,
Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr. NEAL of Massachu-
setts.

H.R. 673: Mr. CANADY of Florida and Mrs.
MEEK of Florida.

H.R. 681: Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H.R. 691: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 716: Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 721: Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 732: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.

LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. WEXLER,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. DICKS, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
BENTSEN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE,
Mr. SANDERS, and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 740: Mr. COYNE, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. GUTIERREZ, and
Mr. STRICKLAND.

H.R. 745: Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 746: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 765: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. MINGE, Mr.

HOSTETTLER, and Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 775: Mr. METCALF, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.

SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BAKER, and Mr.
BACHUS.

H.R. 803: Mr. SHOWS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. DICKEY,
Mr. GARY MILLER of California, and Mr.
RILEY.

H.R. 815: Mr. BAKER, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. POMBO, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, and Mr.
DOOLEY of California.

H.R. 833: Mr. COLLINS, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
MCINTOSH, and Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

H.R. 881: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HALL of Texas, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 889: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 890: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 912: Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 914: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 925: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.

WEXLER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, and Mr. BENTSEN.

H.R. 941: Mr. CAMP and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 952: Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 961: Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.

LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Ms.
SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 984: Mr. FOLEY, Mr. DOOLEY of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia.

H.R. 989: Mr. FROST, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr.
SHOWS.

H.R. 991: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.
PALLONE, and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.R. 999: Mr. SHAW and Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 1006: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.
H.R. 1029: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-

fornia.
H.R. 1040: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. HEFLEY.
H.R. 1046: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.

WEYGAND, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
HILLIARD, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
CRAMER, and Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 1050: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 1051: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. BRADY of

Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1053: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mr.

UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 1063: Mr. ALLEN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.

PAYNE, and Mr. POMBO.
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H.R. 1070: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. MEEK of

Florida, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DAVIS of Flor-
ida, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr.
WEINER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
MARTINEZ, Mr. BASS, Mr. CAPUANO, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
PHELPS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. LEE, and Ms.
DELAURO.

H.R. 1080: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 1082: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.

WU, and Mr. MORAN of Virginia.
H.R. 1084: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 1085: Mr. GREEN of Texas and Mr.

FROST.
H.R. 1086: Ms. NORTON, Ms. BROWN of Flor-

ida, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 1108: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California

and Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 1112: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 1115: Mr. WYNN, Mr. KLINK, Ms. DAN-

NER, Mr. SPRATT, Mrs. MALONEY of New
York, and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 1118: Mr. JEFFERSON.
H.R. 1123: Mr. OLVER, Mr. HINCHEY, and Ms.

WOOLSEY.
H.R. 1144: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
H.R. 1145: Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
H.R. 1169: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. GREEN of

Texas, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. LAFALCE,
and Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 1170: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. FILNER, and
Ms. LOFGREN.

H.R. 1177: Mr. GRAHAM.
H.R. 1178: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. TAY-

LOR of North Carolina, Mr. WAMP, Mr. MORAN
of Kansas, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
GILLMOR, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr.
PETRI, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. NEY,
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. HILL of Montana,
Ms. DANNER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr.
Lucas of Kentucky, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. BARCIA, and
Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 1180: Mr. DIXON, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
POMEROY, Mr. QUINN, Ms. DUNN, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
FROST, and Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 1187: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
PASTOR, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
KILDEE, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. WU, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
SNYDER, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr.
HAYWORTH.

H.R. 1193: Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. KENNEDY
of Rhode Island, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. CAMPBELL,

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mrs. LOWEY, and Mr.
SANDLIN.

H.R. 1195: Mr. JOHN, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. HEFLEY, and Mrs.
EMERSON.

H.R. 1199: Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 1221: Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. CAPUANO,

Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. ED-
WARDS, and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 1222: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. BRADY of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1227: Ms. BROWN of Florida.
H.R. 1244: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GONZALEZ,

and Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 1250: Mr. KING.
H.R. 1283: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SAM JOHN-

SON of Texas, Mr. MCINTOSH, Ms. DUNN, Mr.
COMBEST, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. BARR of Geor-
gia, and Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 1285: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, and Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 1288: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. FROST, and Mr. GRAHAM.

H.R. 1291: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. WISE, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. PICKERING, Mr.
UNDERWOOD, Mr. HOLT, Mr. FRANKS of New
Jersey, Mr. WU, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. CAS-
TLE, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Ms. DUNN, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, and Mr. FLETCHER.

H.R. 1307: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. SANDERS, and
Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 1335: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
H.R. 1342: Mr. PORTER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.

WAXMAN, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. CASTLE, Mr.
FARR of California, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SHERMAN,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. ACKERMAN,
Mr. LUTHER, Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr. KENNEDY
of Rhode Island.

H.R. 1355: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. COYNE, Mr.
HALL of Ohio and Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 1356: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Ms. KIL-
PATRICK.

H.R. 1370: Mr. LAZIO.
H.R. 1371: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. WATERS,

and Mr. LAZIO.
H.J. Res. 1: Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.J. Res. 37: Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. ISAKSON,

Mr. COBLE, and Mr. SHOWS.
H.J. Res. 41: Mr. SHAYS, Mrs. TAUSCHER,

Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. OLVER, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. WEINER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mr. DIXON, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Ms.
ESHOO, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER
of California, Ms. MCKINNEY, Ms. PELOSI, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. WEYGAND, and
Mrs. JONES of Ohio.

H.J. Res. 44: Mr. GOODLING.
H. Con. Res. 8: Mrs. BIGGERT.
H. Con. Res. 16: Mr. BONILLA and Mr.

SUNUNU.
H. Con. Res. 31: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. CAPUANO,

and Ms. BROWN of Florida.
H. Con. Res. 35: Ms. DANNER and Mrs.

CHRISTENSEN.
H. Con. Res. 39: Mr. LARGENT and Mr. SAM

JOHNSON of Texas.
H. Con. Res. 60: Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mrs.

LOWEY, Mr. GOODE, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. WOLF, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. FRANKS, of New Jersey, Ms. ROY-
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. STUPAK, Ms. DANNER, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. OXLEY.

H. Con. Res. 63: Mr. HERGER, Mr.
HAYWORTH, and Mr. DUNN.

H. Con. Res. 66: Mr. MCKEON.
H. Con. Res. 78: Mr. ALLEN, Ms. KIL-

PATRICK, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
WEXLER, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. WYNN, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. FROST.

H. Con. Res. 79: Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. CONDIT,
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. BONILLA, Mr. JENKINS, Mr.
WEYGAND, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr.
MASCARA, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr.
ALLEN, Mr. FROST, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MURTHA, Mr.
WISE, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, and Mr. FATTAH.

H. Con. Res. 82: Mr. GOODLING and Mr.
SCARBOROUGH.

H. Con. Res. 41: Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. KLECZKA, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr.
WEINER.

H. Res. 55: Mr. NETHERCUTT.
H. Res. 80: Mr. GEKAS.
H. Res. 82: Mr. OLVER and Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H. Res. 89: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. MINK

of Hawaii, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. HOOLEY of Or-
egon, Mr. COYNE, Mr. PHELPS, and Mr. WAMP.

H. Res. 94: Mr. CANADY of Florida.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 472

OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 2, line 7, strike
‘‘142’’ and insert ‘‘141’’. Page 2, line 8, strike
‘‘143’’ and insert ‘‘142’’. Page 4, line 25, strike
‘‘142’’ and insert ‘‘141’’. Page 4, after line 25,
strike ‘‘143’’ and insert ‘‘142’’.
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